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PREFACE 

The  object  of  this  book  is  to  demonstrate  that  Mark 
contains  a  tradition  from  which  Matthew  and  Luke 
borrowed,  and  to  discuss  the  corrections  of  Mark 
jointly  adopted  by  Matthew  and  Luke. 

It  is  the  Second  Part  of  a  projected  series  of  works 
on  the  Gospels,  and  it  assumes  the  conclusions  of  the 
First  Part,  which  was  entitled  Clue. 

The  following  pages  will  incidentally  present  a 
mass  of  evidence  for  the  translation-hypothesis  main- 
tained in  Clue.  But  there  has  been  no  attempt  to 
select  such  Synoptic  disagreements  as  would  be  best 
fitted  to  put  that  theory  effectively  before  the  reader. 
The  object  has  been  rather  to  furnish  the  student  with 
the  means  of  studying  for  himself  the  relations  between 
the  Gospels,  and  to  enable  him  to  confute  the  book, 
if  he  can,  with  the  materials  that  the  book  itself 
supplies. 

But,  while  neither  denying  nor  regretting  the  ap- 
pearance of  weakness  caused  by  this  systematic  non- 
selection,  the  author  desires  to  point  out  that  in  a 
translation-hypothesis  there  is  no  room  for  the  applica- 
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tion  of  the  familiar  saying,  "A  chain  is  not  stronger 
than  its  weakest  link."  A  moment's  reflection  will 
shew  that,  on  the  contrary,  this  kind  of  demonstration 
must  be  judged  by  its  strongest  instances.  To  repeat 
the  example  quoted  in  Cltie  (p.  viii.) :  if  two  Greek 
documents  that  are  in  general  agreement  suddenly 
differ  by  mentioning,  the  one,  "  Idumaea,"  the  other, 
"Syria,"  we  should  be  led  to  suspect  that  the  diver- 
gence arose  from  a  Hebrew  Original.  "  Idumaea"  is 
in  Hebrew  D^N,  and  "Syria"  is  onN :  and  their 
sim.ilarity  has  caused  the  two  to  be  repeatedly  confused 
by  the  Greek  Translators  of  the  Old  Testament. 
Three  or  four  divergences  capable  of  similar  explana- 
tion would  convince  any  reasonable  person  that  they 
resulted  from  confusion  of  a  Hebrew  Original.  And 
this  conclusion  would  not  be  affected  by  the  fact  that 
many  other  divergences  could  be  only  doubtfully  thus 
explained,  and  some  not  at  all. 

Take  the  book  of  Job,  and  compare  the  Greek  text 
with  the  Hebrew.  There  are  probably  a  hundred 
blunders  where  we  can  point  to  the  exact  confusion  of 
the  extant  Hebrew  words  or  letters  that  has  led  the 
translator  astray.  There  are  some  hundreds  more 
that  can  be  only  doubtfully  thus  explained,  or  that 
cannot  be  explained  at  all.  There  are  a  few  passages 
where  there  is  no  Hebrew  extant,  and  where  Greek 
interpolation  may  be  suspected.  But  no  reasonable 
person  doubts  that  the  great  majority  of  errors  in  Job 
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proceeds  from  a  misunderstanding  of  our  Hebrew 
text,  though  we  cannot  at  present  in  each  case  say 
what  the  misunderstanding  was.  Precisely  the  same 
argument  holds  good  in  the  case  of  the  Synoptic 
Gospels,  as  against  the  objection  that  "A  few  cases 
of  divergence  apparently,  or  even  manifestly,  arising 
from  mistranslation,  do  not  prove  anything  in  the  face 
of  the  larger  number  of  divergences  that  cannot  be 
thus  explained."  It  would  be  truer  to  argue  thus: 
*'  Six  or  seven  cases  of  divergence  explained  by  mis- 
translation suffice  to  shew  that  possible  error  from 
mistranslation  must  always  be  considered  first  in  every 
attempt  to  explain  divergent  passages.  And  if,  in  the 
book  of  Job,  even  with  the  Hebrew  in  our  hands,  we 
cannot  always  detect  the  precise  error  that  led  the 
Greek  translator  wrong,  it  is  unreasonable  to  expect 
that  we  should  detect  it  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  where 
the  Hebrew  is  not  extant.  By  a  careful  classification 
of  the  certain  causes  of  errors  in  Job,  we  find  ourselves 
able  to  explain,  from  confusion  of  Hebrew,  a  good 
deal  that  at  first  seemed  inexplicable  from  this  cause. 
The  same  result,  it  is  hoped,  may  be  attained,  in  the 
case  of  the  Synoptists,  by  classifying  their  agreements 
and  disagreements  in  different  portions  of  the  Gospels, 
by  comparing  them  with  the  remarkable  variations 
found  in  the  Codex  Bezae,  the  Sinaitic  Syrian,  the 
Arabic  Diatessaron,  and  other  ancient  authorities,  and 
by  reviewing  the  total  result  in  the  light  of  a  collection 
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of  similar  agreements  and  disagreements  in  the  Greek 
renderings  of  the  Hebrew  old  Testament." 


To  the  friends  that  revised  Clue,  the  author  must 
again  express  his  thanks  for  similar  aid.  In  particular, 
he  is  indebted  to  Mr.  W.  S.  Aldis  for  a  close  and 
searching  criticism  that  resulted  in  many  modifications 
and  amplifications  of  the  first  draft  of  the  work :  and 
Professor  W.  H.  Bennett  was  kind  enough  to  inspect 
most  of  these  additions,  as  well  as  the  first  proof,  and 
to  add  several  valuable  suggestions. 


Wlllside,  Hampstead, 
i6  March  1901. 
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REFERENCES 

(i)  Black  Arabic  numbersy  e.g.  (276),  refer  to  subsections  indicated 
in  this  volume  or  in  the  preceding  one  entitled  Clue :  subsec- 
tions 1-272  belong  to  C/ue :  {ZI5a)  means  a  footnote  on  sub- 
section 275. 

(ii)  The  Books  of  Scripture  are  referred  to  by  the  ordinary  ab- 
breviations, except  where  specified  below.  But  when  it  is 
said  that  Samuel,  Isaiah,  Matthew,  or  any  other  writer,  wrote 
this  or  that,  it  is  to  be  understood  as  meaning  lAf  writer^ 
whoever  he  may  be,  of  the  words  in  question,  and  not  as 
meaning  that  the  actual  writer  was  Samuel,  Isaiah,  or  Matthew. 

(iii)  The  MSS.  known  severally  as  the  Alexandrian,  the  Sinaitic, 
the  Vatican,  and  the  Codex  Bezae,  are  caUed  by  their  usual 
abbreviations  A,  N,  B,  and  D.  The  Syriac  version  of  the 
Gospels  discovered  by  Mrs.  Gibson  on  Mount  Sinai  is  called 
in  the  text  the  ** Syro-Sinaitic  "  or  "Sinaitic  Syrian,"  and  in 
the  notes  is  referred  to  as  SS. 

(iv)  The  text  of  the  Greek  Old  Testament  adopted  is  that  of 
Professor  Swete  ;  ^  of  the  New,  that  of  Westcott  and  Hort. 


ABBREVIATIONS 

A  and  N,  see  (iii)  above. 

B,  see  (iii)  above. 

Buhl  =  Buhl's  edition  of  Gesenius,  Leipzic,  1899. 

Chr.  =  Chronicles. 

'  This  differs  greatly  from  that  of  most  earlier  editions,  which  are  usually  baaed 
on  Codex  A  (88). 
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D,  see  (iii)  above. 

Diatess.  =  The  Arabic  Diatessaron,  sometimes  called  Tatian's, 
translated  by  Rev.  H.  W.  Hogg,  B.D.,  in  the  Ante-Nicene 
Christian  Library. 

Ency.  =  Black's  Encyclopaedia  Biblica. 

Esdras,  the  First  Book  of,  is  frequently  called,  in  the  text, 
Esdras. 

Gesen.  Oxf.  =  the  edition  of  Gesenius  now  being  published  by 
the  Clarendon  Press. 

Hawkins  =  Hawkins's  Horae  Synopiicae,  Oxford  1899. 
Heb.  LXX  =  that  part  of  the  LXX  of  which  there  is  an  extant 
Hebrew  Original. 

Hor.  Hth.  =  Horae  Hebraicae,  by  John  Lightfoot,  1658-74,  ed. 
Gandell,  Oxf.  1859. 
K.  =  Kings. 

leg.  =  (as  in  Tromm.)  "legerunt,"  i.e.  the  LXX  "read"  so-and- 
so  instead  of  the  present  Hebrew  text. 

Levy  =  Levy's  Neuhebraisches  und  Chaldaisches  Worterbuch^ 
Leipzic,  1889. 

L.S.  =  Liddell  and  Scott's  Greek  Lexicon. 

Oxf.  Cone,  =  The  Oxford  Concordance  to  the  Septuagint. 

S.  =  Samuel. 

Schottg.  =  Schottgen's  Horae  Hebraicae,  Dresden  and  Leipsic, 

1733- 

Sir.  =  the  work  of  Ben   Sira,   i.e.    the   son   of  Sirach.      It   is 

commonly  called  Ecclesiasticus  (see  20fl).     The   original    Hebrew 

has  been  edited,  in  part,  by  Cowley  and  Neubauer,  Oxf.  1897  ;  in 

part,  by  Schechter  and  Taylor,  Camb.  1 899. 

SS,  see  (iii)  above. 

Tisch.  =  Tischendorf s  New  Testament. 

Tromm.  =  Trommius'  Concordance  to  the  Septuagint. 

Wetst.  =  Wetstein's  Commentary  on  the  New  Testament,  Amster- 
dam, 1751. 

W.  H.  =  Westcott  and  Hort's  New  Testament. 


EXPLANATIONS 


(a)  A  bracketed  Arabic  number,  following  the  sign  »,  and 
connecting  a  Hebrew  and  a  (ireek  word,  indicates  the  number  of 
instances  in  which  that  Hebrew  word  is  represented  by  that  Greek 
word  in  the  LXX — e.^.  D'Ml  =  dvadtfJULTiCto  (13),  i^okodptwo  (23), 
airoXAi>/ii  (3). 

(d)  In  cases  where  the  verses  of  the  Hebrew,  the  Greek,  and 
the  Revised  Version,  are  numbered  differently,  the  numbering  of 
the  Revised  Version  is,  for  the  most  part,  given  alone. 


XIX 


BOOK   I 
DOCUMENTARY    PRIORITY 


INTRODUCTION 

[273] '  In  a  previous  volume,  entitled  Clue,  specimens 
were  given,  first  of  errors  known  to  have  been  caused  in 
the  Greek  Old  Testament  by  translation  from  the  Hebrew^ 
and  then  of  discrepancies  and  variations,  in  parallel  passages 
from  the  Greek  New  Testament,  capable  of  being  explained 
in  precisely  the  same  way  in  which  the  discrepancies  and 
variations  in  different  versions  and  manuscripts  of  the  Greek 
Old  Testament  had  been  explained.  And  the  conclusion 
was  reached  that  parts  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  are  based 
on  translations  from  a  Hebrew  document.  Starting  from 
this  conclusion  we  have  now  to  consider  two  distinct 
questions :  Which  of  the  three  Synoptic  Gospels  is  the 
earliest  ?     Which  is  the  closest  to  the  Hebrew  Original  ? 

[274]  Incidentally  these  questions  have  been  touched 
on  in  Clue,  and  it  has  been  shewn  that  the  later  translation 
of  Daniel  by  Theodotion  is  closer  to  the  Hebrew  than  the 
earlier  one  ascribed  to  the  Seventy  ;  that  the  free  Hellenic ' 
translation  of  Ezra,  commonly  called  the  First  Book  of 
Esdras,  is  probably,  (82)  from  internal  evidence,  earlier,  and 
certainly  less  accurate,  than  the  closer  Hebraic  translation 
of  Ezra  printed  in  the  Septuagint  as  the  Second  Book  of 
Esdras  ;  and  that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  though  later 
by   a    century    or    more    than     the    purest    text    of    the 

'  The  number  273  starts  from  the  last  subsection  of  Clue,  which  was  272. 

'  **  Hellenic "  will  be  sometimes  used  to  characterize  the  style  of  a  LXX 
translation  written  in  Greek  of  less  Hebraic  character  than  is  customary  in  those 
books  of  the  LXX  which  are  known  to  be  translations. 
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[275]  INTRODUCTION 


Septuagint  (represented  by  the  Codex  Vaticanus),  is  often 
closer  to  the  Hebrew  than  the  latter.  But  only  brief 
extracts  were  given  from  these  versions  :  and  the  discussion 
of  their  differences  was  mostly  restricted  to  the  considera- 
tion of  confusions  of  words  and  conflations. 

[275]  Now  other  questions  will  arise.  For  example, 
is  brevity  a  proof  of  earliness  or  of  lateness  ?  And  may  a 
version  that  is  in  a  considerable  number  of  instances  closer 
to  the  Hebrew  be  relied  on  as  being  always  closer?  Is  a 
free  Hellenic  style  always  a  sign  of  inaccuracy,  and  a 
Hebraic  style  of  accuracy,  in  translation  ?  The  following 
extracts  are  intended  not  so  much  to  answer  these  and 
other  similar  questions,  as  to  prepare  the  reader  not  to 
answer  them  prematurely.  A  complete  answer  cannot  be 
given  until  a  very  full  Table  has  been  constructed  of  the 
Septuagint  phenomena.  But  a  great  deal  will  have  been 
gained  if  readers  are  led  to  disabuse  themselves  of  two  or 
three  superficial  but  very  common  fallacies,  and  to  keep  an 
open  mind. 


CHAPTER  I 

ABRIDGMENTS    IN    THE    BOOK   OF   JOSHUA 

§  I .    The  nature  of  the  abridgments 

[276]  The  following  extracts  from  the  book  of  Joshua, 
about  the  capture  of  Jericho,  exhibit  many  omissions  in  the 
Septuagint.  Some  of  the  passages  omitted  may  be  described 
as  Semitic  repetitions.  But  the  Greek  also  omits  the 
command — which  is  not  a  repetition — to  spend  six  days  in 
encompassing  Jericho,  and  a  great  deal  about  the  "seven 
priests,"  and  every  mention  of  the  "  rams'  horns." 

[277]  Professor  Bennett,  in  the  Polychrome  Bible,  prints 
this  narrative  as  one  of  a  very  composite  nature ;  and, 
although  the  omissions  of  the  Septuagint  do  not  exactly 
coincide  with  any  particular  colour,  they  belong  mostly  to  the 
passages  coloured  as  being  of  late  origin.  Some  traditions 
about  the  mixed  Hebrew  origins  of  the  story  may  possibly 
in  part  account  for  the  freedom  with  which  the  Septuagint 
has  condensed  it.^ 

*  Polyehronu  Series,  Joshua,  ed.  Rev.  W.  H.  Bennett.  In  a  note  on  this 
passage,  Professor  Bennett  says,  "  In  J  they  compass  the  city  once  a  day  for 
7  days  (vi.  3,  10,  11);  they  shout  at  the  command  of  Joshua.  In  E  they 
compass  the  city  7  times  on  one  day  (vi.  4,  12,  13),  rising  early  (vi.  12)  in  order 
to  have  plenty  of  time  ;  the  Ark  and  the  priests  are  prominent,  and  the  signal 
for  shouting  is  given  by  the  horn  (vi.  5).  There  are  also  traces  of  a  third  story, 
used  by  E,  according  to  which  the  signal,  as  in  Ex.  xix.  16,  was  given  by  a  long 
(supernatural  ?)  blast  of  a  single  horn.  Accordingly  vi.  5  and  parts  of  vi.  7  and 
vi.  20  are  ascribed  to  E'. 

"  RJ^  and  R'^  have  done  their  best  to  combine  the  two  accounts  into  a 
continuous  narrative  ;  and  some  one  with  musical  enthusiasm,  after  the  manner 
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ABRIDGMENTS 


§   2.    The  encompassing  of  Jericho 


Joshua  V.  1 3-vi.  1 2  (R.  V.).^ 

[278]  "(13)  And  it  came 
to  pass,  when  Joshua  was  by 
Jericho,  that  he  lifted  up  his 
eyes  and  looked,  \and  behold^ 
there  stood  a  man  over 
against  him  with  his  sword 
drawn  in  his  hand :  and 
Joshua  went  unto  him,  and 
said  unto  him.  Art  thou  for 
us,  or  for  our  adversaries  ? 
(14)  And  he  said,  {Nay ; 
but\  as  captain  of  the  host 
of  the  Lord  am  I  now  come. 
And  Joshua  fell  on  his  face 
to  the  earth,  [a«^/  did  worship^ 
and  said  unto  him.  What 
saith  my  lord  unto  his 
servant?  (15)  And  the 
captain  of  the  Lord's  host 
said  unto  Joshua,  Put  off  thy 
shoe  from  off  thy  foot ;  for 
the  place  whereon  thou 
standest  is  holy.  \And 
Joshua  did  so!\ 

(vi,  i)  (Now  Jericho  was 
straitly  shut  up  [because  of 
the  children  of  Israel^  :  none 


Joshua  v.  1 3-vi.  1 2  (LXX 
literally  translated). 
[278]  "(13)  And  it  came 
to  pass,  when  Joshua  was  in 
Jericho,  and  (i.e.  then)  having 
looked  up  with  his  eyes  he 
saw  a  man  standing  over 
against  him,  and  the  sword 
drawn  in  his  hand :  and 
having  come  to  him  Joshua 
said  to  him,  '  Ours  art  thou, 
or  of  the  adversaries  ? '  (14) 
But  he  said  to  him  '  I  as 
captain  of  the  host  of  the 
Lord  am  now  present'  And 
Joshua  fell  on  his  face  to 
the  earth,  and  said  to  him, 
'  Master,  what  dost  thou 
command  thy  servant  ? ' 
(15)  And  the  captain  of  the 
Lord  saith  to  Joshua,  '  Loose 
the  shoe  from  off  thy  feet, 
for  the  place  whereon  thou 
now  standest  is  holy.' 


(vi.  i)  And  Jericho  was 
shut  up  and  fenced  in,  and 
no  one  was  going  out  from 


of  Chronicles,  has  thrown  in  a  perpetual  blowing  of  horns,  which  would  have 
rendered  the  horns  useless  as  a  signal,  and  is  excluded  by  vi.  6  and  vi.  16." 

1  The  bracketed  italics  in  R.V.    indicate  roughly,  the  translation  from  the 
LXX  more  exactly,  what  the  LXX  omits. 
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IN  THE  BOOK  OF  JOSHUA 


im 


went  out  and  none  canie  in.) 
(2)  And  the  Lord  said  unto 
Joshua,  See,  I  [/tare]  give[«] 
into  thine  hand  Jericho,  and 
the  king  thereof  and  the 
mighty  men  of  valour.  (3) 
And  ye  shall  compass  [///<• 
a'/y],  [a//]  the  men  of  war, 
going  about  [tA^  city  once]. 
[  Thus  shall  thou  do  six  days. 
(4)  And  seven  priests  shall 
bear  seven  trumpets  of  ram^ 
horns  before  the  ark:  and 
the  seventh  day  ye  shall 
compass  tlu  city  seven  times^ 
and  tJie  priests  shall  blow 
luith  the  trumpets.]  (5)  And 
it  shall  be,  that  when  they 
make  a  [long]  blast  with  the 
[ram's  horn,  and  when  ye 
hear  t/ie  sound  of  the] 
trumpet,  all  the  people  shall 
shout  with  a  great  shout ;  and 
the  wall  of  the  city  shall  fall 
down  flat,  and  the  people 
shall  go  up  every  man  straight 
before  him.  (6)  And  Joshua 
the  son  of  Nun  called  the 
priests,  and  said  unto  them, 
[  Take  up  the  ark  of  the 
coi>enant,and]  let  seven  priests 


it  nor  in  to  it.  (2)  And  the 
Lord  said  to  Joshua,  'Sec,  I 
give  Jericho  into  thy  hand, 
and  the  king  thereof  that  is 
in  it,  being  mighty  -  men  in 
strength.  (3)  But  do  thou 
set  round  it  the  fighting  men 
in  a  circle.  (4)  And  it  shall 
come  to  pass,  when  ye  trumpet 
with  the  trumpet,  let  all  the 
people  together  shout,  (5) 
and  at  their  shouting,  the 
walls  of  the  city  shall  fall  of 
themselves  and  all  the  people 
shall  enter  in  with  a  rush, 
each  man  straight  before  his 
face  into  the  city.'  (6)  And 
Joshua  the  son  of  Nav^  went 
in  to  the  priests,  (7)  and 
spake  to  them,  saying  'Charge 
the  people  ^  to  go  round  and 
compass  the  city,  and  let 
the  fighting  men  pass  along, 
armed,  before  the  Lord :  (8) 
and  let  seven  priests  having 
seven  sacred  trumpets  pass 
along  in  like  manner  before 
the  Lord  and  let  them  give 
the  signal  with  all  their 
might :  and  let  the  ark  of 
the    covenant    of    the    Lord 


•  It  is  difficult  to  say  whether  verses  8  and  9  in  LXX  are  parallel  to  6,  7,  or 
8,  in  R.V.  Note  that,  in  R,V.  7  (txt.,  not  marg.)  the  prusts  speak  to  the 
people,  hut  in  LXX  j  Joshua  tells  the  priests  to  speak  to  the  people.  Moreover, 
the  statements  oi  feut  in  R.V.  8,  9  appear  as  comniands,  not  facts,  in  LXX 
8.  9  (240-3). 
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ABRIDGMENTS 


bear  seven  trumpets  \of  rams' 
lwrns\  before  \the  ark  of]  the 
Lord.  (7)  And  they  (or,  he) 
said  unto  the  people,  Pass  on, 
and  compass  the  city,  and 
let  the  armed  men  pass  on 
before  y/ie  ark  of]  the  Lord. 
(8)  And  [ti  was  so,  that 
when  Joshua  had  spoken 
unto  the  people,  t/iel  seven 
priests  bearing  the  seven 
trumpets  \of  rams'  horns\  be- 
fore the  Lord  passed  on,  and 
blew  with  the  trumpets  :  and 
the  ark  of  the  covenant  of 
the  Lord  followed  them.  (9) 
And  the  armed  men  went 
before  the  priests  \that  blew 
the  trumpets']  and  the  rear- 
ward went  after  the  ark,  the 
priests  blowing  with  the 
trumpets  as  they  went.  (10) 
And  Joshua  commanded  the 
people,  saying.  Ye  shall  not 
shout,  nor  let  your  voice  be 
heard,  [neither  shall  any 
word  proceed  out  of  your 
mouth],  until  the  day  I  bid 
you  shout ;  then  shall  ye 
shout.  (11)  So  {he  caused] 
the  ark  of  the  Lord  to  com- 
pass [the  city,  going  about  it 

1  "HE  (aiJTij),"  The  LXX  perhaps  took  "to  you  {d3'Sk)"  as  "God  (d'h^k)" 
and  reverentially  substituted  "HE." 

-  lit.  "slept"  ^KoifiT^Ot],  i.e.  spent  the  night.  The  LXX  may  mean  "(Joshua) 
slept,"  or  "the  ark  .  .  .   lodged." 
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follow.  (9)  But  let  the 
fighting  men  pass  along 
before,  and  the  priests,  the 
rearward,  behind  the  ark  of 
the  covenant  of  the  Lord, 
blowing  the  trumpets.'  (10) 
But  Joshua  commanded  the 
people,  saying  *  Shout  not, 
nor  let  any  man  so  much  as 
hear  your  voice,  until  HE 
declare  the  day  to  shout 
aloud :  ^  and  then  shall  ye 
shout  aloud.'  (11)  And 
having  gone  round,  the  ark  of 
the  covenant  of  God  straight- 
way went  back  into  the 
camp, and  (?he)  lodged*  there. 
(12)  And  on  the  second  day, 
Joshua  rose  early,  and  the 
priests  took  up  the  ark  of 
the  covenant  of  the  Lord." 


IN  THE  BOOK  OF  JOSHUA  [879] 


r 


once:  ami  they\  came  into 
the  camp  and  lodged  \in  the 
camp].  (12)  And  Joshua 
rose  early  in  the  morning, 
and  the  priests  took  up  the 
ark  of  the  Lord." 

§   3.   Parallel  in  LayamotCs  ''Brut" 

[279]  Similar  omissions  characterize  large  portions  of 
the  Septuagint  version  of  Joshua.  Many  of  them  bear  a 
close  resemblance  to  the  omissions  in  the  later  version  of 
Layamon's  Brut,  which  cuts  out  epic  superfluities  and 
repetitions,  and  occasionally  spoils  the  metre  in  so  doing. 
In  Josh.  viii.  i,  2  "I  have  given  into  thy  hand  the  king 
of  Ai  \and  his  people,  and  his  city\  and  his  land  ;  and  thou 
shalt  do  to  Ai  \and  her  king\  as  thou  didst  to  Jericho  and 
her  king  ;  only  (LXX  and)  the  spoil  {there^oi  [and]  the 
cattle  shall  ye  take,"  and  in  several  other  cases,  it  may  be 
doubtful  whether  the  omitted  portions  may  not  have  been 
additions  to  the  Hebrew  text  rightly  rejected  by  the 
Septuagint.  But  in  the  following  instance  there  can  be 
hardly  any  doubt  that  the  Greek  translator  is  wrong.  Joshua 
is  addressing  the  sinner  Achan,  who  has  brought  defeat  on 
Israel  (Josh.  vii.  19):  "  [Afy  son]  give  [/  pray  tJiee]  glory  to 
the  Lord  .  .  .  and  tell  me  [now]  what  thou  hast  done." 
The  bracketed  words  are  omitted  by  the  Septuagint.  Their 
omission  is  natural,  for  they  sound,  even  to  modern  ears, 
strangely  lenient :  their  insertion,  if  they  were  not  in  the 
original  narrative,  would  be  most  unnatural.  In  this  last 
case,  the  Septuagint  may  be  omitting,  not  for  mere  brevity, 
but  for  seemliness  as  well. 


CHAPTER    II 

SAMUEL   AND   CHRONICLES 

§  I.   Hebrew  modification 

The  last  chapter  (277)  touched  on  the  possibilities  of 
different  strata  of  Hebrew  documents,  some  of  which  might 
conceivably  affect  the  Septuagint.  To  illustrate  such  possi- 
bilities it  will  be  useful  to  compare  one  or  two  passages  in 
Chronicles  (R.V.)  with  their  parallels  in  Samuel  (R.V.).  It 
is  known  that  Chronicles  is  later  than  Samuel.  The  first 
extract  describes  David's  conquest  of  Moab  : 

§  2.  David's  reduction  of  the  Philistines 

2  S.  viii.  1-5.  I  Chr.  xviii.  1-5. 

[280]    "(i)    And    after  [280]    "(i)    And    after 

this    it    came    to    pass,   that     this    it    came    to    pass,   that 
David  smote  the  Philistines,     David  smote  the  Philistines, 
and     subdued     them  :     and     and  subdued  them,  and  took 
David  took  the  bridle  of  the      Gath  and  her  towns   out  of 
mother  city  ^  out  of  the  hand     the  hand  of  the    Philistines, 
of  the  Philistines.     (2)  And     (2)  And  he  smote  Moab,  and 
he  smote  Moab,  and  measured 
them  with  the    line,  making 
them    to    lie    down    on    the 
ground  ;  and  he  measured  two 
lines  to  put  to  death,  and  one 

^  Or,  "  Methegammah." 
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full  line  to  keep  alive.  And 
the  Moabites  became  servants 
to  David.and  brought  presents. 
(3)  David  smote  also  Hada- 
dezer  the  son  of  Rehob  king 
of  Zobah,  as  he  went  to  re- 
cover his  dominion  at  the 
River.'  (4)  And  David  took 
from  him  a  thousand  and 
seven  hundred  horsemen,  and 
twenty  thousand  footmen : 
and  David  houghed  all  the 
chariot  horses,  but  reserved 
of  them  for  an  hundred 
chariots." 


the  Moabites  became  servants 
to  David,  and  brought  pre- 
sents. (3)  And  David  smote 
Hadarezer  king  of  Zobah 
unto '  Hamath,  as  he  went  to 
stablish  his  dominion  by  the 
river  Euphrates.  (4)  And 
David  took  from  him  a 
thousand  chariots  and  seven 
thousand  horsemen,  and 
twenty  thousand  footmen  : 
and  David  houghed  all  the 
chariot  horses,  but  reserved  of 
them  for  an  hundred  chariots." 


§  3.   Signs  of  posteriority  in  Chronicles 

[281]  Here  Chronicles,  even  if  we  had  not  known  it  to 
be  later  than  Samuel,  would  have  been  stamped  as  such 
by  its  explaining  the  difficult  expression  "  the  Bridle  of  the 
Mother  City,"  indicating  the  territory  of  the  king  of  Zobah 
(or  the  place  of  his  defeat),  and  inserting  "  Euphrates "  to 
define  "  the  River."  The  Chronicler  omits  the  details  of 
the  slaughter  of  Moab,  perhaps  as  being  out  of  harmony 
with  the  ecclesiastical  tone  of  his  work. 


§  4.  David's  numbering  of  Israel 


2  S.  xxiv.  i-io. 

[282]  "(i)  And  again 
the  anger  of  the  Lord  was 
kindled  against  Israel,  and 
he  moved  David  against  them, 


'  .\nothcr  reading  is,  "  The  river  Euphrates." 
'  Or,  "an  adversary." 
II 


I  Chr.  xxi.  1-7. 

[282]  "(i)  And  Satan' 
stood  up  against  Israel,  and 
moved  David  to  number 
Israel. 

»  Or,  "by." 
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saying,  Go,  number  Israel 
and  Judah.  (2)  And  the 
king  said  to  Joab  the  captain 
of  the  host,  which  was  with 
him,  Go  now  to  and  fro 
through  all  the  tribes  of 
Israel,  from  Dan  even  to 
Beersheba,  and  number  ye 
the  people,  that  I  may  know 
the  sum  of  the  people.  (3) 
And  Joab  said  unto  the  king. 
Now  the  Lord  thy  God  add 
unto  the  people,  how  many 
soever  they  be,  an  hundred 
fold,  and  may  the  eyes  of  my 
lord  the  king  see  it :  but  why 
doth  my  lord  the  king  delight 
in  this  thing  ?  (4)  Notwith- 
standing the  king's  word  pre- 
vailed against  Joab  and  against 
the  captains  of  the  host. 
And  Joab  and  the  captains 
of  the  host  went  out  from  the 
presence  of  the  king,  to 
number  the  people  of  Israel. 
(5)  And  they  passed  over 
Jordan,  and  pitched  in  Aroer. 


(2)  And  David  said  to  Joab 
and  to  the  princes  of  the 
people,  Go, 

number  Israel  from  Beersheba 
even  to  Dan  ;  and  bring  me 
word,  that  I  may  know  the 
sum  of  them.  (3)  And  Joab 
said.  The  Lord  make  his 
people  an  hundred  times  so 
many  more  as  they  be :  but, 
my  lord  the  king,  are  they 
not  all  my  lord's  servants  ? 
why  doth  my  lord  require 
this  thing?  why  will  he  be 
a  cause  of  guilt  unto  Israel  ? 
(4)  Nevertheless  the  king's 
word  prevailed  against  Joab. 
Wherefore  Joab  departed, 
and 


(8)  So  when  they 
had  gone  to  and  fro  through 
all  the  land,  they  came  to 
Jerusalem  at  the  end  of  nine 
months  .and  twenty  days. 
(9)  And  Joab   gave   up   the 


went    throughout    all     Israel 

and  came  to  Jerusalem, 

(5)   And  Joab   gave   up  the 
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sum  of  the  numbering  of  the  sum  of  the  numbering  of  the 
people  unto  the  king :  and  people  unto  David.  And  all 
there  were  in  Israel  eight  they  of  Israel  were  a  thousand 
hundred  thousand  valiant  men  thousand  and  an  hundred 
that  drew  the  sword  ;  and  thousand  men  that  drew 
the  men  of  Judah  were  five  sword  :  and  Judah  was  four 
hundred  thousand  men.  hundred   threescore  and  ten 

thousand     men     that     drew 

sword.       (6)    But    Levi    and 

Benjamin     counted    he    not 

among  them  :  for  the  king's 

word  was  abominable  to  Joab- 

(lo)   And   David's   heart     (7)  And  God  was  displeased 

smote  him  after  that  he  had     with  this  thing ;  therefore  he 

numbered  the  people."  smote  Israel." 

§  5.    Tfu  tendency  of  the  Chronicler's  changes 

[288]  Here  the  Chronicler  condenses  David's  commands, 
and  omits  all  the  geographical  details  of  the  numbering  of 
Israel  and  the  time  spent  in  the  process.  Joab's  expostu- 
lation in  Samuel  is  much  more  courtly  than  in  Chronicles, 
which  represents  him  as  asking  the  king  "  why  will  he  be  a 
cause  of  guilt  unto  Israel?"  More  important  than  any  of 
these  differences  is  the  substitution  of  "  Satan  stood  up  "  for 
"  the  anger  of  the  Lord  was  kindled."  But  they  all  reveal 
in  the  Chronicler  a  later  writer,  dealing  freely  with  an  earlier 
document,  which  he  improves  for  the  purpose  of  edification. 

At  the  same  time  the  Chronicler  omits  as  superfluous 

*•  go  to  and  fro  throughout  all  the  tribes  of  Israel."      Instead 

of  "  Joab  the  captain  (or,  prince)  of  the  host,"  he  has  "  Joab 

and  the  princes  of  the  people" — a  less  military  and   more 

constitutional  expression.' 

'  "Joab  [even]  the  prince  of  the  host "  (2  S.  xxiv.  2)  may  have  been  confused 
(237)  with  "Joab  and  the  princes  of  the  host "  (2  S.  xxiv.  4).  In  the  parallel  to 
the  latter,  Chr.  has  simply  "Joab,"  in  the  parallel  to  the  former,  "Joab  and  the 
princes  of  the  people." 


[284]  SAMUEL 

[284]  On  the  other  hand  Chronicles  inserts  in  the 
statistics  one  or  two  additional  statements — which,  if  true, 
would  be  of  great  importance — entirely  altering  the  account 
of  the  military  forces  of  Israel,  and  adding  that  Levi  and 
Benjamin  were  not  counted.  Instead  of  the  merely  personal 
statement  that  "  David's  heart  smote  him,"  the  Chronicler 
says  that  God  **  smote  "  the  people. 

§  6.    TJte  story  of  Araunah,  or  Oman 

[285]  In  the  following  extract,  that  part  which  deals 
with  Oman  seeing  the  angel,  and  Oman's  four  sons 
hiding  themselves,  has  been  discussed  in  Clue  (106)  where  it 
was  shewn  that  the  variation  probably  originated  in  a  mis- 
take of  the  Chronicler  who  read  "  king  "  as  being  the  similar 
word  "  angel."  But  a  more  important  difference  is  that  the 
Chronicler  inserts  a  statement,  of  which  there  is  no  vestige  in 
Samuel,  that  the  Lord  answered  David  from  heaven  by  fire. 

2  S.  xxiv.  18-26.  I  Chr.  xxi.  18-28. 

[286]    "(18)    And    Gad  .        [286]    "(18)    Then    the 

came  that  day  to  David,  and  angel    of    the     Lord     com- 

said  unto  him,  Go  up,  rear  an  manded     Gad     to    say     to 

altar  unto  the   Lord    in   the  David,     that     David    should 

threshing-floor  of  Araunah  the  go     up    and    rear    an    altar 

Jebusite.       (19)  And   David  unto     the      Lord      in      the 

went    up    according     to    the  threshing-floor  of  Oman  the 

saying  of  Gad,  as  the  Lord  Jebusite.      (19)    And    David 

commanded.         (20)       And  went  up  at  the  saying  of  Gad, 

Araunah    looked    forth,    and  which  he  spake  in  the  name 

saw  the  king  and  his  servants  of    the     Lord.        (20)     And 

coming  on  ^  toward  him  :  and  Oman  turned  back,  and  saw 

the  angel ;  and  his  four  sons 

that  were  with  him  hid  them- 

Araunah  went  out,  and  bowed  selves.        Now     Oman     was 

'  Or,  ' '  passing  over. " 
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[286] 


himself  before  the  king  with 
his  face  to  the  ground.  (2 1 ) 
And  Araunah  said,  Wherefore 
is  my  lord  the  kin^  come  to 
his  servant  ? 

And  David  said, 
To  buy  the  threshing-floor  of 
thee,  to  build  an  altar  unto 
the  Lord,  that  the  plague 
may  be  stayed  from  the 
jjeople.  (22)  And  Araunah 
said  unto  David,  Let  my  lord 
the  king  take  and  offer  up 
what  seemeth  good  unto  him  : 
behold,  the  oxen  for  the 
burnt-offering,  and  the  thresh- 
ing instruments  and  the 
furniture  of  the  oxen  for  the 
wood  :  (23)  all  this,  O  king, 
doth  Araunah  give  ^  unto  the 
king.  And  Araunah  said 
unto  the  king.  The  Lord 
thy  God  accept  thee.  (24) 
And  the  king  said  unto 
Araunah,  Nay,  but  I  will 
verily  buy  it  of  thee  at  a 
price :  neither  will  I  offer 
burnt-offerings  unto  the  Lord 
my  God  which  cost  me 
nothing.  So  David  bought 
the  threshing-floor  and  the 
oxen  for  fifty  shekels  of  silver. 
(25)  And   David  built  there 


threshing  wheat  (21)  And 
as  David  came  to  Oman, 
Oman  looked  and  saw  David, 
and  went  out  of  the  thresh- 
ing-floor, and  bowed  himself 
to  David  with  his  face  to  the 
ground.  (22)  Then  David 
said  to  Oman,  Give  me 
the  place  of  this  threshing- 
floor,  that  I  may  build  thereon 
an  altar  unto  the  Lord  :  for 
the  full  price  shalt  thou  give 
it  me  :  that  the  plague  may 
be  stayed   from   the   people. 

(23)  And  Oman  said  unto 
David,  Take  it  to  thee,  and 
let  my  lord  the  king  do  that 
which  is  good  in  his  eyes  :  lo, 
I  give  [thee]  the  oxen  for 
burnt-offerings,and  thethresh- 
ing  instruments  for  wood,  and 
the  wheat  for  the  meal  offer- 
ing :   I  give  it  all. 

(24)  And  king  David  said 
to  Oman,  Nay ;  but  I  will 
verily  buy  it  for  the  full 
price  ;  for  I  will  not  take  that 
which  is  thine  for  the  Lord, 
nor  offer  a  burnt  -  offering 
without  cost  (25)  So  David 
gave  to  Oman  for  the  place 
six  hundred  shekels  of  gold 
by  weight.     (26)  And  David 


'  Or,  "  All  this  did  Araunah  the  king  give,"  etc. 
15 


[287]  SAMUEL 

an  altar  unto  the  Lord,  and  built  there  an  altar  unto 
offered  burnt-offerings  and  the  Lord,  and  offered  burnt  - 
peace-offerings.  offerings  and  peace-offerings, 

and   called   upon    the   Lord ; 

and  he   answered  him  from 

/leaven  by  fire  upon  the  altar 

of  burnt-offering.      And   the 

So  the  Lord  was  intreated  for     Lord  commanded  the  angel  ; 

the  land,  and  the  plague  was     and  he  put  up  his  sword  again 

stayed  from  Israel."  into  the  sheath  thereof." 

§   7.    The  answer  by  fire 

[287]  The  alterations  made  by  the  Chronicler  all  tend 
in  the  direction  of  seemliness,  or  magnify  the  supernatural 
element.  "  Gad  came  and  said  "  is  altered  into  "  the  angel 
of  the  Lord  commanded  Gad  to  say."  The  space  given  in 
Samuel  (xxiv.  21—23)  ^^  Araunah's  utterances  is  partly 
devoted  by  the  Chronicler  to  matters  of  fact.  The  price 
paid  by  the  king  for  the  altar  is  vastly  increased  ("  fifty 
shekels  of  silver"  changed  to  "  six  hundred  shekels  of  gold  "). 
"  Calling  on  the  Lord "  is  added  to  "  burnt-offerings  and 
peace-offerings."  Lastly,  instead  of  "  the  Lord  was  intreated 
and  the  plague  was  stayed,"  the  Chronicler  says  that  "  the 
Lord  answered  him  from  heaven  by  fire"  and  "commanded 
the  angel  and  he  put  up  his  sword." 

[288]  It  may  occur  to  many  readers,  who  find  it  impos- 
sible to  accept  the  "  answer  by  fire  "  as  a  historical  event,  that 
their  rejection  of  the  narrative  forces  them  to  reject  the  narrator 
as  absolutely  dishonest:  "  How,"  they  may  ask,  "could  an  event 
unique  in  David's  life  and  extremely  rare  in  Biblical  History 
have  been  omitted  by  the  earlier  book  of  Samuel  if  there 
had  been  a  vestige  of  tradition  to  support  it  ?  The  Chronicler 
must  in  this  case  have  invented  without  regard  to  tradition. 
It  is  not  a  textual  corruption,  but  a  deliberate  fabrication." 
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But  such  reasoning  ignores  two  important  considerations, 
(i)  the  extent  to  which  marginal  notes  and  traditional 
comments,  intended  at  first  to  be  mere  paraphrases  or 
suggestions,  creep  into  the  text,  where  they  become  his- 
torical exaggerations  ;  (ii)  the  general  rule  that  miraculous 
stories  in  the  Bible  spring  from  poetry  or  metaphor 
misunderstood.  For  example,  in  the  narrative  of  Araunah, 
where  Samuel  has  "  I  will  buy  it  at  a  price,"  editors  or 
commentators  might  naturally  say,  "  The  king  did  not  mean 
'  at  a  price,'  which  might  mean  a  nominal  price :  he  meant 
'  the  /«//  price.' "  Then  coming  to  the  "  fifty  shekels  of 
silver,"  and  remembering  that  Abraham  gave  four  hundred 
shekels  for  a  burial-place,  they  might  suggest  that  silver  here 
must  mean  "  money,"  as  it  often  does.  Subsequent  editors, 
approving  "  money,"  would  find  it  indefinite  and  would  suggest 
(a)  "gold,"  adding,  perhaps,  that  "shekel,"  which  has  the 
meaning  of  "  weight,"  here  means  (d)  "  by  weight."  Again, 
later  tradition  might  suggest  that  one  of  these  shekels  was 
equal  to  several,  perhaps  twelve,  ordinary  shekels  of  silver, 
thus  obtaining  (c)  "  six  hundred  shekels."  And  this,  being 
conflated  with  the  above,  might  result  in  "  (c)  six  hundred 
shekels  (a)  of  gold  (d)  by  weight"  This  may  be  called 
"  growth,"  or  "  accretion,"  or  whatever  other  synonym  critics 
may  select :  but  it  is  not  "  fabrication." 

[289]  As  regards  the  "  answer  by  fire,"  we  must  bear  in 
mind  that  "  fire  "  from  the  Lord  is  connected  with  the  first 
sacrifice  offered  by  Aaron  as  High-priest  on  the  altar  of 
burnt-offering,  with  the  sacrifice  of  Gideon,  with  that  of 
Elijah,  and  (in  Chronicles,  but  not  in  Kings)  with  the  first 
sacrifice  offered  in  Solomon's  temple.^  Now  it  was  a  general 
belief  among  offerers  of  sacrifice  that  //te  gods  ''ate"  the 
victims  consumed  on  their  altars,  a  belief  preserved  in 
Deuteronomy  :  "  Where  are  their  gods  .  .  .  which  did  eat 
the  fat  of  their  sacrifices  ?  "  ^  Against  applying  this  belief 
'  Lev.  ix.  24,  Judg.  vi.  21,  i  K.  xviii.  38,  2  Chr.  viL  1-3.  *  Deut.  xxxil  38. 
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to  Jehovah  the  prophets  of  Israel  protested :  and  the 
Pentateuch  never  describes  Him  as  ^^  eating  the  fat,"  but 
only  as  "  smelling  a  sweet  savour "  from  it.  However,  the 
ancient  belief  appears  to  have  left  its  mark  on  the  Old 
Testament  in  the  use  of  "  bread  "  or  "  food  "  in  such  phrases 
as  "  the  food  of  their  God,"  and  "  of  thy  God,"  "  my  food',' 
etc.,  meaning  the  sacrifices  consumed  by  Jehovah.^  The 
Septuagint,  disliking  this  anthropomorphism,  substitutes  for 
"food,"  in  many  passages,  "gifts."  In  Lev.  iii.  ii,  "the 
_/^i7fl^-<?/"the-offering-made-by-fire  unto  the  Lord,"  the  LXX 
gives  a  paraphrase  "  a  savour  of  a  sweet-smelly  a  fruit-offering 
to  the  Lord,"  and  again  (Numb,  xxviii.  24)  "  the /<?crtf  ^/ the 
offering-made-by-fire,"  it  has  "  a  gift,  a  fruit-offering."  Now 
a  burnt-offering  when  consumed  by  fire  may  be  said  in  Hebrew 
to  be  "  eaten  "  by  the  fire}  Hence,  some  Hebrew  traditions 
might  distinguish  special  sacrifices  such  as  those  of  Gideon, 
Elijah,  and  Solomon,  by  saying,  not  indeed  that  God  "  ate  " 
them,  but  that  fire  from  the  Lord  "  ate  "  them,  or  that  He 
sent  the  fire  to  "  eat  "  them.  By  this  the  originator  may  have 
meant  what  modern  writers  might  express  by  "  accepted," 
or  "  accepted  with  a  special  acceptance  "  :  but  it  might  be 
interpreted  as  meaning  that  fire  came  down  visibly  from 
heaven  and  consumed  them.  The  story,  being  thus  inter- 
preted, would  be  amplified  with  explanatory  details. 

In  later  Jewish  traditions,  "  fire  "  is  frequently  mentioned 
in  quaint  stories  intended  to  enforce  the  belief  that  God  is 
specially  present  at  any  sacred  action  such  as  the  study  of 
the  Law.  It  is  recorded  of  Jonathan  ben  Uzziel  that  his 
fire  in  the  study  of  Thorah  burned  up  the  birds  that  flew 
over  him  ;  and  Rabban  Johanan  and  his  disciples  "  read  and 
expounded  till  the   fire  shone  round  about  them  as  when 

^  Comp.  Lev.  xxi.  6,  8,  17,  etc.  Gesenius,  Oxf.,  compares  also  Numb, 
xxviii.  2,  Ezek.  xvi.  19,  xliv.  7,  Mai.  i.  12. 

'  Lev.  vi.  10  "  the  ashes  whereto  the  fire  hath  consumed  (but  lit.  eaten)  the 
burnt-offering,"  Deut.  v.  25  "this  great  fire  will  consume  us."  The  same  word 
is  used  of  "fire"  in  Is.  v.  24,  Nah.  iii.  13  (R.V.)  "devour." 
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the  law  was  given  at  Mount  Stnai."  *  In  the  Chronicler's 
account  of  Solomon's  dedication  of  the  Temple  the  descent 
of  fire — omitted  in  the  parallel  Kings — may  be  nothing 
but  a  conflation  of  the  statement  in  Kings  that  "  the  glory  of 
the  Lord  "  or  "  the  cloud,"  i.e.  the  Shechinah,  filled  the  house 
of  the  Lord.' 

To  return  to  the  story  of  Araunah.  Possibly  a  scribe, 
or  editor,  dissatisfied  with  the  sober  termination  of  Samuel, 
desired  to  emphasize  the  efficacy  of  the  first  prayer  offered 
on  the  site  of  the  new  Temple  ;  and,  in  suggesting,  in  the 
margin,  "  answered  by  fire,"  he  may  have  meant  little  more 
than  we  should  mean  by  saying  that  "  God  answered  him 
with  His  glorious  presence,"  or  "  vouchsafed  His  presence, 
and  answered  him  in  power."  The  insertion  of  such  a 
tradition  in  the  text  may  have  been  facilitated  by  a  con- 
fusion between  "  fire  "  and  "  sacrifice  by  fire,"  which  are  very 
similar  words.' 

*  Taylor's yifw/VA  Fathers,  i.  13  (2nd  ed.  p.  21) ;  Hor.  Hebr.  on  Acts  i.  13  ; 
see  also  Schbttg.  (on  Acts  ii.  3). 

*  I  K.  viii.  10,  II  ;  2  Chr.  vii.  1-3. 

'  [289^]  •*  Fire  (rn)"  and  "fire-sacrifice  (nri*)"  are  easily  confused  :  comp. 
I  S.  ii.  28,  *^  offerings  "  roO  Tvp6s,  conversely  Numb,  xviii.  9  "from  the  fire  " 
r(i>*  KapTUftAruty. 

Hastings'  Diet.  B.  ("Elijah"  p.  688)  speaks  of  "the  lightning"  as  con- 
suming Elijah's  sacrifice,  but  says  that  the  other  story  of  the  descent  of  fire  on  the 
captains  of  fifties  [ib.  690)  "can  hardly  be  regarded  as  history." 

See  2  Mac.  i.  19-22  for  Nehemiah's  discovery  of  the  sacred  fire  after  the 
exile.  In  2  Mac.  x.  3,  when  Judas  Maccabaeus  purifies  the  Temple,  it  b  said 
that  the  Jews  built  another  altar  wpdHTOfTts  \l6ovi,  ical  wvp  ix  toOtuv  Xapdrres,  a 
detail  not  found  in  the  fuller  account  in  i  Mac.  iv.  43-7. 
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CHAPTER    III 

DANIEL  IN  TWO  VERSIONS 

§  I .    The  LXX  both  abridges  and  amplifies 

[290]  The  following  extracts  from  the  Septuagint  and 
from  Theodotion's  version  of  Daniel  are  selected  as  shewing 
that  a  version  may  abbreviate  in  one  passage  and  amplify 
in  another.  Theodotion,  throughout,  practically  adheres  to 
our  present  Aramaic  text :  his  translation  is  known  to  be 
later  than  that  of  the  Septuagint. 


§  2.    The  deciphering  of  the  inscription  by  Daniel 
Dan.  V.  1 3-vi.  1 8  (LXX)  (lit.).     Dan.  v.  1 3-vi.  1 8  (Theod.)  (lit.). 


[291]  "(13)  Then  Daniel 
was  brought  in  unto  the  king, 


[291]  "(I  3)  Then  Daniel 
was  brought  in  before  the 
king,  and  the  king  said  to 
Daniel,  Thou  art  Daniel,  the 
[man]  from  the  children  of 
the  captivity  of  Judaea  whom 
the  king  my  father  brought 
[hither]  ?  (14)!  have  heard 
concerning  thee  that  the 
spirit  of  God  [is]  in  thee,  and 
watchfulness  and  excellent 
wisdom  hath  been  found  in 
thee.  (15)  And  now  there 
have  come  in  before  me  the 
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[291] 


and  the  king  answered  and 
said  to  him,  ( 1 6)  O  Daniel, 
canst  thou  show  me  the 
interpretation  of  the  writing  ? 
And  (J.e.  then)  I  will  array 
thee  in  a  purple  robe,  and  I 
will  put  a  golden  chain  about 
thee,  and  thou  shalt  have 
authority  over  the  third  part 


of  my  kingdom.  (17)  Then 
Daniel  stood  over  against  the 
writing,  and  read,  and  thus 
he  answered  the  king. 

This  is  the 
writing,  It  is  numbered,  it 
is  reckoned,  it  is  taken  away  ; 
and  the  hand  that  wrote 
stood  [still],  and  this  is 
the  interpretation  of  them. 
(23)  O  king. 


wise  men,  enchanters,  gaza- 
renes,  that  they  may  read 
this  writing  and  make  known 
to  me  the  interpretation 
thereof:  and  they  could  not 
declare  [it]  to  me.  (16)  And 
I  have  heard  concerning  thee 
that  thou  canst  interpret 
judgments  :  now  therefore  if 
thou  canst  read  the  writing, 
and  makest  known  to  me  the 
interpretation  thereof,  thou 
shalt  wear  a  purple  robe,  and 
the  chain  of  gold  shall  be 
upon  thy  neck,  and  thou 
shalt  rule  in  my  kingdom 
[being]  third.  (17)  And 
Daniel  spake  in  the  king's 
presence,  Let  thy  gifts  be  to 
thyself:  and  the  gift  of  thy 
house  give  thou  to  another : 
but  I  will  read  the  writing, 
and  will  make  known  to  thee 
the  interpretation  thereof. 
(18)  O  king,  God  the  Most 
High  gave  to  Nebuchadnezzar 
thy  father  the  kingdom,  and 
greatness,  and  honour  and 
glory;  (19)  and  because  of 
the  greatness  that  he  gave 
him  all  the  peoples,  tribes, 
languages,  trembled  and  were 
afraid  before  him  :  whom  he 
would,  he  destroyed,  and 
whom  he  would,  he  smote, 
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(23)  ...  thou  madest  a 
feast  for  thy  friends,  and 
wast  drinking  wine,  and  the 
vessels  of  the  house  of  the 
living  God  were  brought  to 
thee,  and  ye  drank  therein, 
thou  and  thy  nobles,  and  ye 


and  whom  he  would,  he  doth 
raise  up  ({ryjroc,  v.r.  -ov),  and 
whom  he  would  he  humbled. 
(20)  And  when  his  heart  was 
lifted  up  and  his  spirit  was 
hardened  to  deal  proudly,  he 
was  brought  down  from  his 
kingly  throne,  and  his  honour 
was  taken  from  him,  (2 1)  and 
he  was  driven  away  from 
men,  and  his  heart  was  given 
with  the  beasts  {i.e.  made  like 
thenv),  and  with  wild  asses 
[was]  his  habitation,  and  they 
fed  him  with  grass  like  an 
ox,  and  with  the  dew  of 
heaven  his  body  was  wet, 
until  he  should  know  that 
God  the  Most  High  is  lord 
of  the  kingdom  of  men,  and 
will  give  it  (i.e.  the  kingdom) 
to  whosoever  seemeth  him 
good.  (22)  And  thou  there- 
fore his  son,  Belshazzar,  hast 
not  humbled  thine  heart  in  the 
sight  of  God  :  thou  knewest 
not  all  these  things  :  (23)  and 
thou  hast  been  lifted  up 
against  the  Lord  God  of 
heaven,  and  the  vessels  of 
his  house  thou  didst  bring 
before  thee,  and  thou  and 
thy  nobles  and  thy  concu- 
bines and  thy  wives  drank 
wine  therein,  and  thou  didst 
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praised  all  the  idols  of  men, 
made  with  hands,  and  to 
the  Living  God  ye  ofTered 
no  blessing,  and  thy  breath 
is  in  his  hand,  and  [it  is]  he 
[that]  gave  thee  thy  kingdom, 
and  thou  didst  not  bless  him, 
neither  didst  offer  him  praise. 


I 


(26)  This  is  the  interpre- 
tation of  the  writing.  The 
time  of  thy  kingdom  hath 
been  numbered,  thy  kingdom 
ceaseth. 

(27)  It  hath  been  cut  short 
and  accomplished.^ 

(28)  Thy  kingdom  is  given 
to  the  Medes  and  to  the 
Persians.  (29)  Then  Bel- 
shazzar  the  king  clothed 
Daniel  in  purple  and  put  a 
chain  of  gold  about  him  and 


praise  the  gods  of  gold  and 
silver  and  brass  and  iron  and 
wood  and  stone,  which  sec 
not,  nor  hear  nor  know  ;  and 
the  God  in  whose  hand  thy 
breath  is,  and  whose  are 
all  thy  ways,  him  thou  hast 
not  glorified :  (24)  for  this 
cause  was  the  bone  of  the 
hand  sent  from  before  him 
and  it  set  therein  this  writing. 
(25)  And  this  is  the  writing 
that  was  set  therein,  Man^, 
Thekel,  Phares.  (26)  This 
is  the  interpretation  of  the 
saying,  Man6,  God  hath 
measured  thy  kingdom  and 
brought  it  to  fulfilment : 
(27)  Thekel,  it  hath  been 
weighed  in  the  balance  and 
found  lacking:  (28)  Phares, 
thy  kingdom  is  divided  and 
given  to  the  Medes  and 
Persians.  (29)  And  Bel- 
shazzar  spake,  and  they 
clothed  Daniel  with  purple 
and  put  the  chain  of  gold 
about  his  neck,  and  he  made 
proclamation  concerning  him. 


*  [291<z]  Neither  here,  nor  in  v.  17,  does  the  LXX  mention  the  words  "  Mene, 
Tekel,  etc.,"  but  it  gives  them  in  a  summary  that  precedes  the  story  (coming 
before  v.  i)  thus  :  "  In  that  same  night  there  came  forth  fingers  as  it  were  of  a 
man,  and  wrote  upon  the  wall  of  his  house,  upon  the  plaster  over  against  the 
lamp,  Man^,  Phares,  Thekel  :  and  the  interpretation  of  them  is — Man^,  it  hath 
been  numbered.  Phares,  it  hath  been  taken  away.  Thekel,  it  hath  been 
weighed." 
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gave  him  authority  over  the 
third  part  of  his  kingdom. 
(30)  And  the  judgment 
came  upon  Belshazzar  the 
king,  and  the  sovereignty 
was  taken  away  from  the 
Chaldaeans  and  given  to  the 
Medes  and  to  the  Persians. 
And  Artaxerxes,  he  of  the 
Medes,  received  the  kingdom, 
vi.  (i)  And  Darius  [was] 
full  of  days  ^  and  honoured 
in  his  old  age,  and  he  set  a 
hundred  and  twenty-seven  (st'c) 
satraps  over  all  his  kingdom, 
(2)  and  over  them  three  men 
that  had  leadership  of  them, 
and  Daniel  was  one  of  the 
three  men, (3)  havingauthority 
beyond  all  in  the  kingdom. 
And  Daniel  was  clothed  in 
purple,  and  great  and  honour- 
ed before  Darius  the  king, 
according  as  he  was  honoured 
and  a  man  of  understanding 
and  wisdom,  and  a  holy  spirit 
was  in  him,  and  he  prospered 
in  the  business  of  the  king 
which  he  dealt  with.  Then 
the  king  was  purposed  to  set 
Daniel  over  all  his  kingdom, 
and  the  two  men  whom  he 
set  with  him,  and  a  hundred 
and    twenty  -  seven     satraps. 

1  Aram,  "son  of  sixty-two  years"  (125)> 
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that  he  should  be  the  third 
ruler  in  the  kingdom.  (30) 
In  that  very  night  Belshazzar 
the  king  of  the  Chaldaeans 
was  slain,  and  Darius  the 
Mede  received  the  kingdom, 
being  sixty-two  years  [old].^ 


vi.  (i)  And  [it]  was  pleas- 
ing in  the  sight  of  Darius, 
and  he  set  over  the  kingdom 
a  hundred  and  twenty  satraps, 
that  they  should  be  in  the 
whole  of  his  kingdom,  (2) 
and  above  them  three  presi- 
dents, of  whom  Daniel  was 
one,  that  the  satraps  should 
render  account  to  them,  in 
order  that  the  king  might 
not  be  troubled.  (3)  And 
Daniel  was  beyond  them,  for 
an  excellent  spirit  was  in 
him,  and  the  king  set  him 
over  the  whole  of  his  king- 
dom. 
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(4)  But  when  the  king  was 
purposed  to  set  Daniel  over 
all  his  kingdom,  then  the 
two  young  men  counselled 
a  counsel  and  purpose  with 
themselves,  saying  to  one  an- 
other, since  they  found  no  sin 
nor  fault-of-ignorance  against 
Daniel  concerning  which 
they  might  accuse  him  to  the 
king,  (5)  and  they  said,  Come 
let  us  make  a  decree  against 
ourselves  (?  Koff  iavrtov)  that 
no  man  shall  ask  a  petition 
or  pray  a  prayer  till  thirty 
days  from  any  God  save  only 
from  Darius  the  king :  else, 
he  shall  die  :  that  they  might 
get  the  better  of  Daniel 
before  the  king,  and  that  he 
might  be  thrown  into  the 
den  of  lions.  For  they  knew 
that  Daniel  prayed  and  be- 
sought the  Lord  his  God 
thrice  a  day.  (6)  Then 
those  men  came  and  spake 
in  the  presence  of  the  king, 
(7)  We  have  established  a 
decree  and  a  statute  that 
every  man,  whosoever  shall 
pray  a  prayer  or  make  a 
petition  of  any  God  until 
thirty  days  save  of  Darius 
the  king,  shall  be  thrown 
into  the  den  of  lions. 


(4)  And  the  presidents 
and  satraps  sought  to  find 
an  occasion  against  Daniel 
And  they  found  no  occasion 
nor  transgression  nor  offence 
against  him,  because  he  was 
faithful.  (5)  And  the  pre- 
sidents said.  We  shall  not 
find  any  occasion  against 
Daniel,  except  in  the  observ- 
ances of  his  God. 


(6)  Then  the  presidents  and 
the  satraps  stood  by  the 
king  and  said  to  him.  King 
Darius,  live  for  ever.  (7) 
All  those  who  are  over  thy 
kingdom,  ministers  and  sa- 
traps, governors  and  magis- 
trates, have  consulted  to- 
gether to  establish  by  royal 
statute  and  confirm  a  decree 
that   whosoever  shall   ask   a 
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petition  of  any  god  or  man 
until  thirty  days,  save  of 
thee,  O  king,  shall  be  cast 
into  the  den  of  lions.  (8) 
Now  therefore,  O  king, 
establish  the  decree  and 
publish  a  writing,  that  the 
ordinance  of  the  Persians 
and  Medes  be  not  changed. 

(9)  And     thus     did     king     (9)  Then  king  Darius  com- 
Darius    establish   and    ratify,     manded    that    the   ordinance 

(10)  But  Daniel  .  .  .  should    be    put    in    writing. 

(10)  And  Daniel  .  .  . 

§  3.    The  bearing  of  these  extracts  on  Luke 

[292]  It  will  be  seen  that  the  Septuagint  omits  a  good 
deal  of  discourse  about  Nebuchadnezzar  that  might  seem  not 
to  the  point,  and  some  more  discourse  that  might  seem  tedious. 
It  omits  Daniel's  verbal  rejection  of  the  king's  gifts — pre- 
sumably because  the  narrative  goes  on  to  say  that  Daniel 
actually  received  them.  It  mentions  the  actual  words  of 
the  mysterious  writing  in  a  short  preface  to  the  narrative, 
but  not  in  the  narrative  itself^  On  the  other  hand  it  is 
fuller  on  the  jealousy  and  plotting  of  Daniel's  colleagues, 
who  are  described  as  saying  "  Come,  let  us  make  a  decree"; 
and  are  said  to  "  have  established  "  it,  whereas  Theodotion 
has  "  have  consulted  together  to  establish  "  it. 

[293]  On  one  point  of  some  importance  Theodotion 
is  wrong  and  the  Septuagint  right.  According  to  the 
former,  the  king  ^^ set"  Daniel  over  the  whole  of  his 
kingdom :  ^     but    according    to    the    Aramaic — which    the 

1  See  291a. 

2  Dan.  vi.  3  KaT4arri<rev,  but  Aram.  ^Hhoitght  (n'py)  to  set."  Theod.  dropping 
y  (which  follows  a  preceding  k)  and  taking  the  word  as  from  Heb.  nir,  "put," 
may  have  considered  it  superfluous,  since  "set"  follows.      Dan.  vi.  2  "three 
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Scptuagint  follows  in  this  respect — the  king  only  "purposed** 
to  set  Daniel  in  this  position. 

This  instance  is  of  value  in  its  bearing  on  the  Synoptists. 
Luke — the  latest  of  the  three  Evangelists,  and  a  pains-taking 
historian — may  have  done  his  best,  as  Theodotion  did,  to 
return  to  his  original  ;  but  he  may  not  always  have  been 
successful,  and  sometimes  he  may  have  altered  Mark  for 
the  worse,  while  endeavouring  to  conform  to  the  Hebrew. 

presidents  of  whom  Daniel  was  one  (nn) "  =  in  A.V,  "  three  .  .  .  /irst" 
and  LXX  perhaps  conflates,  "(a,)  Daniel  was  one  of  the  three,  (oj)  having 
authority  beyond  all  in  the  kingdom,  .  .  .  honoured  before  Darius,"  i.e.  '•  first" 
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CHRONICLES,    EZRA,   AND    ESDRAS 

§  I.  King  Josiah 

[294]  The  First  Book  of  Esdras  is  parallel  at  first  to 
Chronicles  and  afterwards  to  Ezra.  After  describing 
Josiah's  Passover,  Chronicles  continues  as  follows  : — 

2  Chr.  XXXV.  19,  20  "In  the  eighteenth  year  of  the 
reign  of  Josiah  was  this  passover  kept.  After  all  this,  when 
Josiah  had  prepared  the  Temple,  Neco  king  of  Egypt 
went  up  to  fight  against  Carchemish  by  Euphrates." 

Before  "  the  coming  up  of  Neco "  the  Septuagint  of 
Chronicles,  and  i  Esdras,  have  the  insertions  italicized 
below : — 

The  end  of  Josiah's  reign. 

I  Esdr.  i.  20—23.  2  Chr.  xxxv.  18-20  (LXX). 

[295]       "(20)      In       the  (18)  "And   there  was  no 

eighteenth  year  of  the  reign  Passover   like   this   in  Israel 

of  Josiah  was   this  Passover  .   .    .    (19)  in  the  eighteenth 

celebrated.       (21)    And    the  year  of  the  reign  of  Josiah. 

deeds    of  Josiah    were    right  {19a)    And    the   soothsayers, 

before   the  face  of  his  Lord  and  the    sorcerers    and    the 

(lit.)  in  a  heart  full  of  piety.      TliarapJiein did  king 

(22)    And  further   wJmt  re-  Josiah  bum  .  .  . 
lates  to  him  has  been  written 
out     in     the    former    times 
concerning    those    who    have 
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sinned  and  done  impiously 
against  Ou  Lord  beyond 
every  nation  and  kingdom^ 
and  the  things  wherein  they 
grieved  him  are  [  ?  ].  And 
the  words  of  the  Lord  rose  up 
against  Israel.  (23)  And  after 
all  these  deeds  of  Josiah  it 
happened  ^  that  Pharaoh 
king  of  Egypt  came  and 
stirred  up  war  in  Charcamus 
on  the  Euphrates." 


(ipr)  Howbeit  tfie  Lord 
turned  not  from  the  anger  of 
his  great  fury ^  w/urewith  the 
Lord  was  angry  with  fudah 
concerning  all  the  ordinances 
wherein  Manasseh  provoked 
him.  (igd)  And  the  Lord 
said,  Even  fudah  will  I  re- 
move from  before  my  face  as 
I  removed  Israel,  and  I  have 
rejected  the  city  tliat  I  chose, 
namely  ferusalem,  and  t/ie 
Iiouse  concerning  which  I 
said,  My  name  shall  be  there. 
(20)  And  there  came  up 
Pharaoh  Nechao,  king  of 
Egypt,  against  the  king  of 
the  Assyrians  to  the  river 
Euphrates." 


§  2.    Tlu  explanation  of  the  Greek  additions 

[296]  The  explanation  of  these  insertions  is  as  follows. 
The  translator  of  Esdras  is  dissatisfied  with  the  termination 
of  the  history  of  Josiah  as  it  stands  in  Chronicles,  because 
the  Chronicler  omits  the  allusion — contained  in  the  parallel 
Kings — to  the  pathetic  inability  of  this  pious  king  -  to  cancel 
God's  prediction  of  retribution  for  the  evil  wrought  by 
Manasseh,  who  is  previously  declared  (in  Kings  and 
Chronicles)  to   have   "  seduced    them   to   do   that  which  is 

•  •«  Happened  (cri/W/Si;),"  (?)  Greek  corruption  for  4W/3ij  "came  up"  (in 
K.  and  Chr.).  In  the  preceding  verse,  "they  grieved  him  are "  =  AiJxijffOK 
o^6r  larut.     There  appears  to  be  some  corruption  or  omission. 

'  2  FL  xxiii.  24-6. 
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evil    more  than  did  the  nations  whom  the  Lord    destroyed 
before  the  children  of  Israel."  ^ 

Esdras  therefore  inserts  a  very  brief  reference  to  Man- 
asseh.  But  it  is  almost  lost  in  the  plural  ("  those  who  have 
sinned ")  and  obscured  by  the  substitution  of  "  sin "  for 
"  cause  to  sin,"  so  that  the  allusion  would  hardly  have  been 
detected  but  for  the  phrase  "  beyond  every  nation  and 
kingdom."  The  Greek  translator  of  Chronicles — apparently 
influenced  by  the  same  feeling  as  the  author  of  Esdras — 
inserted  in  Chronicles  a  full  translation  of  the  remarks  in 
Kings  concerning  Josiah.^  The  inference  from  this  is, 
that  when  one  of  two  parallel  documents  makes  an  inser- 
tion to  supply  a  real  or  supposed  defect,  the  other  may 
supply  it  also  but  in  a  different  way.  And,  if  the  Greek 
translation  of  Chronicles  was  later  than  Esdras,  or  this 
portion  of  Esdras,  then  this  is  an  instance  where  the  later  of 
two  documents  (LXX  Chronicles)  supplies  a  defect  better — 
historically  speaking — than  the  earlier  (Esdras)  by  inter- 
polating a  passage  out  of  a  third  document,  the  earliest  of  the 
three. 

§  3.    The  proclamation  of  Cyrus 

[297]  The  last  words  of  Chronicles  recur  as  the  first 
words  of  Ezra.  They  are  also  repeated  in  i  Esdras.  The 
Hebrew  in  Chronicles  and  Ezra  is  almost  exactly  the  same, 
but  the  Septuagint  is  different.  The  subject  is  the  pro- 
clamation of  Cyrus  for  the  rebuilding  of  the  Temple. 

The  Hebrew  is  (2  Chr.  xxxvi.  23,  Ezr.  i.  2,  3)  "Thus 
said  Cyrus  king  of  Persia,  All  the  kingdoms  of  the  earth 
hath  the  Lord,  the  God  of  heaven,  given  me  :  and  he  hath 
charged  me  to  build  him  an  house  in  Jerusalem  which  is  in 
Judah.  Who  [is  there]  among  you  from  all  his  people? 
The  Lord  ^  his  God  [is,  or,  be]  with  him  (so  Chr.,  but  Ezr., 

1  2  K.  xxi.  9,  2  Chr.  xxxiii.  9.  2  2  K.  xxiii.  24-27. 

'  "The  Lord"  =  ni.T,  " be "  = '.t  in  Ezra  (sometimes  n'.T ).     The  two  were 
probably  confused. 

30 


CHRONICLES,  EZRA,  AND  ESDRAS 


[W] 


omitting  "  the  Lord,"  has  "  His  God  be  with  him  ")  and  let 
him  go  up."  Here  Chronicles  ends.  But  Ezra  continues, 
"to  Jerusalem  which  is  in  Judah,  and  build  the  house  of 
the  Lord,  the  God  of  Israel  (he  is  God)  which  is  in  Jeru- 
salem" (R.V.  marg.  "he  is  the  God  which  is  in  Jerusalem"). 


2  Chr.  xxxvi.  23  (LXX). 

[298]  "(23)  These 
things  saith  Cyrus 
king  of  the  Persians 
to^  all  the  kingdoms 
of  the  earth,  There 
hath  given  unto  me 
[?]  the  Lord  the  God 
of  heaven,  and  he 
commanded  me  to 
build  him  a  house  in 
Jerusalem  in  Judaea. 
Who  out  of  you  [is 
there]  out  of  all  his 
people  ?  There  shall 
be  his  God  with  him 
and  let  him  go  up." 


I  Esdr.  ii.  3-5. 

[298]  "(3)  These 
things  saith  the  king 
of  the  Persians,  Cyrus; 
Me  hath  the  Lord  of 
Israel  the  Lord  Most 
High  appointed  king 
of  ihe  world.  (4) 
And  he  charged  me 
to  build  him  a  house 
in  Jerusalem  that  is 
in  Judaea.  (5)  If 
therefore  there  is  any 
one  of  you  out  of  his 
nation,  let  his  Lord 
be  with  him ;  and 
going  up  to  Jerusalem 
that  is  in  Judaea  let 
him  build  the  house 
of  the  Lord  of  Israel 
—  he  is  the  Lord 
that  tabernacled  in 
Jerusalem." 

[299]  It  is  instructive  to  note  that  the  Septuagint  version 
of  Ezra,  which  is  generally  very  faithful  to  the  Hebrew — or 
at  least  attempts  to  be — stops  almost  where  the  sentence  in 
Chronicles  ends  :  it  merely  adds  "  to  Jerusalem."     This  raises 

1  wiaeut  rout  PcuriKtUut  (A  ri<rat  r&t  pariXtlat)' 

2  iTeffK^\f/aT6  fte  iir'  ifU,  The  original  is  "hath  made  visitation,  i.e.  injunction, 
upon  me."     The  translator  appears  to  conflate  two  constructions. 

'  •'  Both  .  .  .  and  "  is  perhaps  meant  by  Kal  farcu — Kal  dva/3i)<r(Tou.  Prob- 
ably the  LXX  read  1  before  7i\  It  might  easily  be  repeated  after  the  final  1  in 
the  preceding  word  (vov).  Codex  A  adds  1;  ei*  ri)  lot/Jota  '  Ktu  oiKoSoftriffarw  rw 
oiKOP  06  lff\  •  avTOt  0  6t  0  e»  IXf^/x. 
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Ezr.  i.  2,  3  (LXX). 

[298]  "(2)  Thus 
said  Cyrus  king  of  the 
Persians,  All  the  king- 
doms hath  the  God  of 
heaven  given  unto  me 
and  he  hath  visited  me 
upon  me  (st'c),^  to  build 
him  a  house  in  Jeru- 
salem that  is  in  Judah. 
(3)  Who  [is  there] 
among  you  from  all 
his  people  ?  Both  (?) 
his  God  shall  be  with 
him  and  he  shall  go 
up  to  Jerusalem."  3 
[Heb.  adds,  but  LXX 
omits,  "  which  is  in 
Judah     

in  Jerusalem."] 


[300]  CHRONICLES,  EZRA,  AND  ESDRAS 

a  doubt  whether  the  translator  of  Ezra  accepted  as  genuine 
the  Hebrew  addition,  and  whether  it  may  not  be  of  the 
nature  of  an  Appendix,  added  under  the  impression  that 
the  extreme  abruptness  of  the  termination  in  Chronicles 
implied  that  some  words  had  dropped  out..  The  translator 
of  Chronicles  has  fallen  into  a  serious  error  in  making 
Cyrus  address  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  earth.^  Esdras 
is  accurate  though  very  free.  Ezra  (LXX)  is  closest  to 
the  original  except  that  the  translator  (after  "  kingdoms  ") 
casually  omits  "  of  the  earth  "  (which  Codex  A  restores).  As 
a  fact,  the  Greek  of  Ezra  is  habitually  closer  to  the  Hebrew 
than  is  the  Greek  of  Esdras — in  which  the  habit  of  free 
translation  often  leads  to  error  (apart  from  its  frequent 
confusion  of  some  Hebrew  words). 

§  4.    The  preface  to  a  letter  to  the  king  of  Persia 

[300]  The  next  extracts  exhibit  the  above-noted  charac- 
teristics of  Ezra  (LXX)  and  Esdras  in  a  still  clearer  light. 
The  Hebrew,  which  passes  speedily  into  Aramaic,  is  to  the 
following  effect:  Ezr.  iv.  6-1 1  (R.V.)  "  And  in  the  reign 
of  Ahasuerus  in  the  beginning  of  his  reign  wrote  they  an 
accusation  against  the  inhabitants  of  Judah  and  Jerusalem. 
And  in  the  days  of  Artaxerxes  wrote  Bishlam,  Mithredath, 
Tabeel,  and  the  rest  of  his  companions,  unto  Artaxerxes, 
king  of  Persia :  and  the  writing  of  the  letter  was  written  in 
the  Syrian  [character]  and  set  forth  in  the  Syrian  [tongue^]. 
(8)  Rehum  the  chancellor  and  Shimshai  the  scribe  wrote 
a  letter  against  Jerusalem  to  Artaxerxes  the  king  in  this 
sort :  (9)  then  [wrote]  Rehum  the  chancellor  and  Shimshai 
the  scribe,  and  the  rest  of  their  companions :    the  Dinaites 

*  It  can  hardly  be  a  mere  case  of  Greek  corruption  since  it  involves  the 
alteration  of  three  terminations,  which  are  corrected  by  Codex  A  :  but  the 
meaning  intended  by  the  translator  is  doubtful. 

2  "Syrian."  R.V.  marg.  "Or,  Aramaic,"  and  adds,  "  Qiapter  iv.  8-vi.  18 
is  in  Aramaic. 
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and  the  Apharsathchites,  the  Tarpelites,  the  Apharsites, 
the  Archevites,  the  Babylonians,  the  Shushanchites,  the 
Dehaites,  the  Elamites,  (lo)  and  the  rest  of  the  nations 
whom  the  great  and  noble  Osnappar  brought  over,  and 
set  in  the  city  of  Samaria,  and  in  the  rest  [of  the  country] 
beyond  the  river,  and  so  forth.  ( 1 1 )  This  is  the  copy  of 
the  letter  that  they  sent  unto  Artaxerxes  the  king  (lit. 
unto  him,  [even]  unto  Artaxerxes  the  king)." 

[801]  This  passage  is  full  of  repetitions  which  indicate 
original  obscurity  and  subsequent  conflation.  In  particular, 
the  names  suggest  that  Apharsites,  if  not  a  corruption  of 
"scribes,"  is  a  repetition  of  Apharsathchites.  Also  Archevites 
is  said  to  be  an  error  for  "  who  are  Cuthaeans."*  Esdras 
omits  the  list.  He  also  substitutes  "  Coelesyria  "  for  "  beyond 
the  river"  (which  might  mean  either  east  or  west  of  the 
river),  and  condenses  generally,  while  Ezra  (LXX)  clings  to 
the  corrupt  Hebrew. 

I  Esdr.  ii.  15-16.  Ezr.  iv.  6-9  (LXX). 

[302]  [makes  no  mention  [302]    "  (6)  And   in   the 

of  letters  to  Ahasuerus.]  reign    of    Astherus     in     the 

"(15)  But  in   the  times  beginning    of    his    reign    he 

during  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes  {sic)  wrote  against^  them  that 

king  of  Persia,  there  wrote-  inhabited  Judah  and  Jerusa- 

against  them- (j/<r)  against  the  lem.    (7)  And  in  the  days  of 

inhabitants    in    Judaea    and  Asardatha  he  {sic)  wrote  in 

Jerusalem,     Belemus^      and  peace"  to  Mithradates,  Tabeel 

Mithradates     and     Tabellius  and    the  rest   of  the   fellow- 

and  Rathumus  and  Beelteth-  servants.     To  the  king  of  the 

mus  and  Samellius  the  scribe  Persians  wrote  the  Phorologos 

and  the  rest  that  were  in  office  (lit.  "  carrier   of  words,"  but 

*  Black's  Encycl.  Bibl.  i.  191,  293. 

'  •*  Wrote-against  them  {xariyparf/tv  airwp),"  perhaps  an  error  caused  by 
reading  airru  "  to  him"  (the  reading  of  A)  as  at/ru  {i.e.  airrQy) :  *' against"  in 
Ezi.  =iTL 

'  ••  Belemus"  (Esdr.)=  "  in  peace  "  (Err.)=  "  Bishlam  "  (R.V.)  (see  SOS)- 
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with  these,  but  dwelling  in 
Samaria  and  the  other  places, 
the  hereafter-written  letter. 
( 1 6)  To  king  Artaxerxes  the 
lord  thy  ^  servants  Rathumus 
the  [writer  of]  the  things  that 
befall,  and  Samelliusthescribe 
and  the  rest  of  their  council. 


and  they  that  are  in  Coele- 
syria  and  Phoenicia," 


also  "  one  levying  tribute  ")  a 
letter  in  the  Syrian  language 
and  interpreted.  (8)  Raoul 
Badatamen  and  Samasa  the 
scribe  wrote  one  {i.e.  a)  letter 
against  Jerusalem  to  Arsartha 
the  king.  (9)  These  things 
judged  Raoum  -  Baal  and 
Samae  the  scribe  and  the 
rest  of  our^  fellow-servants, 
Deinaeans,  Pharesthachaeans, 
Taraphallaeans,  Aphrasaeans, 
Archouans,  Babylonians, 

Sousunachaeans  who  are 
Elamaeans,  (10)  and  the  rest 
of  the  nations  whom  Asen- 
naphar  the  great  and  honour- 
able removed  from  their  dwell- 
ings and  he  caused  them  to 
dwell  in  cities  of  the  [land  of] 
Somoron  {sic)  and  the  rest 
beyond  the  river.  This  is 
the  setting  forth  of  the  letter 
that  they  sent  to  him  [to 
Arsartha  the  king]."  ^ 

[303]  It  should  be  noted  here  that  the  translator  of  Ezra 
has  failed  to  recognize  "  Bishlam  "  as  a  name.  But  even  in 
his  error  he  has  adhered  to  the  Hebrew,  taking  "  b  "  as  "  in," 
and  "  shim  "  as  "  peace  "  (which  it  actually  means).  He 
perhaps  connected  "  in  peace  "  with  the  phrase  of  greeting 
("  Peace  be  unto  you  "). 

1  "Thy,"  "our."  These  readings  regard  the  letter  as  having  commenced, 
and  "  thy  "  and  "  our  "  as  words  in  the  letter. 

*  The  bracketed  words  are  printed  by  Swete  with  a  capital  (IIpAj)  as  though 
they  began  the  letter. 
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[306] 


§   5.   Fasting  and  praying 

[304J  In  the  following  extracts,  Esdras  mistakes  "  river  " 
for  "  young  man,"  omits  the  statement  that  God  is  against 
them  that  forsake  Him,  and  converts  "  so  we  fasted  and 
besoufjht  "  into  "  and  we  besought  again."  Ezra  (LXX)  is  so 
faithful  to  the  Hebrew  that  the  latter  need  not  be  printed 
separately. 

I  Esdr.  viii.  49-54.         Ezr.viii.  2i-24(LXX  andHeb.) 
[305]  "  (49)  And  I  vowed  [805]  "(21)  And  I  pro- 

there  a  fast  for  the  young  claimed  there  a  fast  at  the 
men  before  our  Lord,  (50)  to 
seek  from  him  a  prosperous 
journey  both  for  us  and  for 
our  children  and  cattle.  (51) 
For  I  was  abashed  [to  ask 
(added  by  A)]  horsemen  and 
foot-soldiers  as  escort  for 
safety  against  our  enemies. 
(52)  For  we  [had]  said  to  the 
king  [saying]  that  the  power 
of  our  Lord  will  be  with  them 
that  seek  after  him,  unto  all 


river  Thoue  (Hebr.  Ahava)  to 
humble  ourselves  before  the 
face  of  our  God,  to  seek  from 
him  a  straight  way  for  our- 
selves and  our  children  and 
all  our  chattels.  (2  2)  Because 
I  was  ashamed  to  ask  from 
the  king  a  force  and  horse- 
men to  deliver  us  from  the 
enemy  in  the  way.  Be- 
cause we  [had]  said  to  the 
king  saying.  The  hand  of  our 
God  [is]  on  all  that  seek  him, 
for  good  :  and  his  might  and 
his  anger  on  all  that  forsake 
him.  (23)  And  we  fasted  and 
sought  from  our  God  concern- 
ing this,  and  he  gave  ear  unto 
us  (R.V.  was  entreated  by  us)." 

The  italicized  words  may  have  been  omitted  by  Esdras 
as  not  being  to  the  point,  or  they  may  be  a  late  Hebrew 
interpolation. 

'  "  Unto  all  prospering,"  tl%  iraffaf  irap6p$u>ouf. 
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prospering."  ^53)  And  again 
we  besought  of  our  Lord  all 
these  things  and  found  him 
propitious." 


CHAPTER    V 

JUDGES    IN    TWO    MANUSCRIPTS 

§   I.    The  Song  of  Deborah,  in  the  Codex  Vaticanus  {B\  and 
in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  {^A) 

[306]  Large  portions  of  the  Book  of  Judges  are  trans- 
lated so  differently  by  the  Codex  Vaticanus  (B)  and  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus  (A)  that  their  texts  are  practically 
different  versions.  The  first  specimen  given  below  is  from 
the  Song  of  Deborah  where  the  poetic  language  naturally 
causes  difficulty,  as  may  be  seen  from  the  marginal  alternatives 
given  by  the  Revised  Version  and  added  in  foot-notes  below. 
Codex  A,  in  many  books  of  the  Bible,  is  often  more  faithful 
than  Codex  B  is  to  the  Hebrew  text.  But  that  is  not  the 
case  here. 

[807]  Judg.  v.  II- 1 6  (R.V.)  ^"Far  from  the  noise  of 
archers,  in  the  places  of  drawing  water,  there  shall  they 
rehearse  the  righteous  acts  of  the  Lord,  [even]  the  righteous 
acts  ^of  his  rule  in  Israel.  Then  the  people  of  the  Lord 
went  down  to  the  gates.  (12)  Awake,  awake,  Deborah, 
awake,  awake,  utter  a  song :  Arise,  Barak,  and  lead  thy 
captivity  captive  thou  son  of  Abinoam.  (13)^  Then  came 
down  a  remnant  of  the  nobles  ^[and]  the  people  ;  the  Lord 

*  Or,  "Because  of  the  voice  of  the  archers  .  .  .   there  let  them  rehearse." 

2  Or,  "toward  his  villages." 

3  Or,  "  Then  made  he  a  remnant  to  have  dominion  over  the  nobles  [and]  the 
people  ;  the  Lord  made  me  have  dominion  over  the  mighty." 

♦  Or,  as  v.r.,  "  the  people  of  the  Lord  came  down  for  me  against  (or,  among) 
the  mighty." 
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[307] 


came  down  for  me  'against  the  mighty.  (14)  Out  of 
Ephraim  [came  down]  they  whose  root  is  in  Amalek  ;  after 
thee,  Benjamin,  among  thy  peoples  ;  out  of  Machir  came  down 
'  governors,  and  out  of  Zebulon  they  that  handle  'the  marshal's 
staff.  (15)  And  *the  princes  of  Issachar  were  with  Deborah. 
As  was  Issachar  so  was  Barak.  Into  the  valley  they  rushed 
forth  at  his  feet.  By  the  water-courses  of  Reuben  there  were 
great  resolves  of  heart.  ( 1 6)  Why  satest  thou  among  the 
sheep-folds,  to  hear  the  pipings  for  the  flocks?  At  the 
water-courses  of  Reuben  there  were  great  searchings  of  heart." 


Judg.  v.  11-16  (B)  (lit). 

"(11)  Relate  from  the 
voice  of  them  that  play  [on 
the  harp]  in  the  midst  of  them 
that  draw  water.  There 
shall  they  give  righteous- 
nesses. Lord,  increase  right- 
eousnesses in  Israel.  Then 
went  down  to  the  cities  the 
people  of  the  Lord.  (12) 
Awake,  awake,  Debbora  I 
Awake,  awake,  utter  a  song  I 
Arise,  Barak,  and  take  captive 
thy  captivity,  son  of  Abei- 
neem.  (13)  Then  (rore)  went 
down  a  remnant  to  (or,  for) 
the  mighty.  The  people  of 
the  Lord  went  down  to 
(or,  for)  him  in  the  strong 
places  from  me.  (14) 
Ephraim  rooted  them  out  in 
Amalek.     After    thee,    Ben- 

•  Or,  "among." 

'  Or,  "  the  staff  of  the  scribe." 


Judg.  v.  11-16  (A)  (lit). 

"(11)  .  .  .  to  sound -forth 
the  voice  of  them  that  play 
[on  the  harp]  in  the  midst  of 
them  that  rejoice.  There 
shall  they  give  righteous- 
nesses to  the  Lord.  Right- 
eousnesses have  they  strength- 
ened in  Israel.  Then  went 
down  to  his  cities  the  people 
of  the  Lord.  (12)  Awake, 
awake,  Debbora !  Awake 
thou  myriads  with  the  people. 
Awake,  awake,  speak  with  a 
song.  Strengthening  rise-up, 
Barak,  and  strengthen  thou, 
Debbora,  Barak.  Take  captive 
thy  captivity,  son  of  Abineem. 
(13)  When,  (or,  at  one  time, 
TTOTc)  his  strength  was-great, 
O  Lord,  humble  for  me  them 
that    are    stronger    than    I. 

'  Or,  "  law -givers." 

*  Or,  "  my  princes  in  Issachar." 
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jamin,  among  thy  peoples. 
In  me  Machir  they  went 
down  searching  out ;  and 
from  Zabulon  drawing  with 
the  staff  of  the  setting  forth 
of  a  scribe.  (15)  And 
leaders  in  Issachar  with 
Debbora  and  Barak.  Thus 
Barak  in  the  valleys  sent  on 
[lit.  in]  his  (sic)  feet.  Into 
the  portions  of  Reuben  great 
[men]  arriving^  heart.  (16) 
To  what  [end]  sat  they  in 
the  midst  of  the  digomia  ^  to 
hear  the  piping  of  messengers? 
Into  the  divisions  of  Reuben 
great  searchings  of  heart." 


(14)  The  people  of  Ephraim 
avenged  itself  on  them  in  the 
valley  of  thy  brother  Ben- 
jamin among  thy  peoples. 
From  me  Machir  they  went 
down  searching  out ;  and 
from  Zabulon  the  Lord  was- 
making-war  for  me  among 
the  mighty  thence  with  the 
sceptre  of-one-that-strength- 
eneth  of  leading.  (15)  In 
Issachar  with  Debbora  he 
sent  forth  his  foot -soldiers 
into  the  valley.  In  order  that 
for  thee  ^  thou  shouldst  dwell 
in  the  midst  of  borders  (lit. 
lips)  he  stretched  out  with 
his  feet  divisions  of  Reuben 
great  ascertainments*  of  heart. 
(16)  Wherefore  prithee  (lit. 
for  me)  sittest  thou  in  the 
midst  of  the  Mosphaitham  ? 
to  give  ear  to  the  pipings  of 
them  that  awake  [thee]  to 
pass  through  into  the  [regions] 
of  Reuben  ;  great  trackings- 
out  of  heart." 


'  Gk.  corruption,  i^iKvoOfuvoi  for  i^ix^ov/xevot. 

2  Aiyo/jUa,  not  recognized  in  L.  &  S.  Did  the  writer  mean  Sivofila,  not  in 
L.  &  S.,  but  capable  of  meaning  "a  double  sheep-fold  or  cattle-stall"  (which  is 
the  meaning  of  the  Hebrew)  ? 

3  tvo  ffoi  ?     Gk.  corr.  for  iva  rt  i.  e.  ' '  wherefore  ?  "  as  in  v.  1 6. 

*  *•  Ascertainments  "  =  d/cpiySaa/to/,  "trackings  out  "  =  ^ftx»"a(r)ttoi  (comp.  B 
i^iKvoi/uvot  for  i^tx^oifnevoi),  "searchings"  (B)  =  ^{eTa(r/xo/. 
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§   2.    The  difficulty  of  supposing  that  the  autlwr  of  A 
had  B  before  him 

[308]  A  difficult  passage  like  this  does  not  give  the  best 
criteria  as  to  the  dates  of  the  several  translations.  The 
writer  of  Codex  A,  believed  to  be  about  a  century  later 
than  Codex  B,  might  antecedently  be  supposed  to  be 
acquainted  with  the  readings  of  the  earlier  MS.  From 
other  passages,  we  might  anticipate  that  here,  as  well  as 
elsewhere,  the  writer  of  A  probably  had  the  text  of  B  before 
him  and  wrongly  thought  he  was  correcting  B,  even  when 
he  was  going  still  further  wrong.  But  there  is  little  if  any- 
thing to  support  this  view  here.  Both,  in  a  great  measure, 
go  altogether  wrong.  The  principal  conclusion  from  a  com- 
parison of  the  two  passages  is  this,  that  there  are  hardly 
any  limits  to  the  extent  to  which  Hebrew  poetry  may  be 
corrupted  in  Greek  translation — even  when  the  Hebrew  is 
preserved,^  so  that  editors  and  scribes  had  the  opportunity 
of  correcting  the  faults  of  the  original  translation. 

[309]  There  is  great  difficulty  in  supposing  that  the 
writer  of  A  had  B  before  him  in  translating  the  Song  of 
Deborah.  Compare  the  following:  {a)  (verse  2i)  "that 
ancient  river,"  (B)  "  of  ancient  [times],"  (A)  "  Cadeseim  "  ; 
(^)  (22)  "the  pransings,  the  pransings  of  their  strong  ones," 
(B)  "  with  haste  there  hastened  his  strong  [ones],"  (A) 
"  Ammadaroth  of  his  powerful  [ones] "  ;  {c)  (6)  "  Shamgar 
the  son  oi  Anath;'  (B)  "  Anath,"  (A)  "Kenath";  {d)  (14) 
'' Amalek  after  thee,"  (B)  "  Amalek  after  thee,"  (A)  ''the 
valley  of  thy  brother  "  ;  (/?)  (19)  "  Taanach,"  (B)  "  Thanaach," 

*  In  some  cases  (4^),  the  LXX  may  have  followed  a  Hebrew  text  more  correct, 
or  earlier,  than  our  present  one :  and  it  may  be  urged  that  here  the  translations 
of  A  and  B  may  be  based  on  different  Hebrew  texts.  But  in  the  vast  majority  of 
cases  elsewhere,  and  for  the  most  part  here  also,  the  differences  between  the  Greek 
MSS.  can  be  explained  by  misreadings,  or  misinterpretations,  of  the  present 
Hebrew.  For  example,  in  the  first  instance  (a)  mentioned  in  paragraph  S09> 
"ancient"  and  "Cadeseim"  differ  by  little  more  than  the  difference  between 
0  and  D,  letters  very  easily  confused. 
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(A)  Thennach";  (/)  (23)  "  Meroz,"  (B)  "  Meroz,"  (A) 
"Mazor";  (g)  (24)  " Jael,"  (B)  " Jael,"  (A)  "Jel";  (>^)  (24) 
"  Heber,"  (B)  "  Chaber,"  (A)  "  Chaleb." 

We  can  hardly  believe  that  the  writer  of  A  could  mis- 
render  so  many  Hebrew  names  if  he  had  the  correct  Greek 
rendering  before  him.  Is  it  possible  that,  in  this  particular 
passage,  the  writer  of  A,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  version 
adopted  by  B  and  doubtful  about  his  own  power  to  correct 
it,  took  another  old  version  and  adopted  it  en  bloc,  without 
altering  a  word  of  it?  In  that  case  we  have  here,  in  effect, 
not  A,  but  an  old  erroneous  version  adopted  by  the  writer 
of  A,  contrary  to  his  usual  custom. 

§   3.    The  vengeance  of  Samson 

[810]  The  following  is  the  reply  of  Samson,  when  his 
Philistine  father-in-law  offers  him  his  wife's  sister  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  his  wife  : 

Judg.  XV.  3-7  (R.V.)  "(3)  And  Samson  said  unto 
them.  This  time  shall  I  be  blameless  in  regard  of  the 
Philistines,  when  I  do  them  a  mischief.^  (4)  And  Samson 
went  and  caught  three  hundred  foxes,  and  took  firebrands, 
and  turned  tail  to  tail,  and  put  a  firebrand  in  the  midst 
between  every  two  tails.^  (5)  And  when  he  had  set  the 
brands  on  fire,  he  let  them  go  into  the  standing  corn  of  the 
Philistines,  and  burnt  up  both  the  shocks  and  the  standing 
com,  and  also  the  olive -yards."  (6)  Then  the  Philistines 
said,  Who  hath  done  this  ?  And  they  said,  Samson,  the 
son-in-law  of  the  Timnite,  because  he  hath  taken*  his  wife 

*  A.V.  renders  xv.  3,  "And  Samson  said  concerning  them,  Now  shall  I  be 
more  blameless  than  (A.V.  marg.  "be  blameless  from,"  the  R.V.  marg.  gives 
•'be  quits  with")  the  Philistines,  though  I  do  them  a  displeasure." 

^  A.V.  "between  two  tails." 

'  A.V.  "both  the  shocks,  and  also  the  standing  com,  with  the  vineyards 
[and]  olives." 

*  A.V.  "And  they  answered,  S.,  the  son-in-law  of  the  T.,  because  he  had 
token  .  .  ." 
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[SU] 


and  given  her  to  his  companion.  And  the  Philistines  came 
up,  and  burnt  her  and  her  father  with  fire.  (7)  And  Sam- 
son said  unto  them,  If  ye  do  after  this  manner,  surely  I  will 
be  avenged  of  you,^  and  after  that  I  will  cease. 


Judg.  XV.  3-7  (B)  (lit). 

[311]  "(3)  And  Sampson 
said  unto  them,  I  am  made- 
blameless,  yea  once  for  all 
from  the  Philistines,  in  that 
I  do  with  them  a  mischief. 
(4)  And  Sampson  went  and 
caught  three  hundred  foxes 
and  took  torches  and  turned 
tail  to  tail  and  placed  one 
torch  betwixt  the  two  tails 
and  bound  [it].  (5)  And  he 
kindled  a  fire  in  the  torches 
and  sent  them  forth  in  the 
wheat-ears  {a-Taj^yaiv)  of  the 
Philistines,  and  there  were 
burned  [the  crops,  yea]  from 
the  threshing-floor  (aXtuvo?) 
even  to  the  wheat -ears  up- 
right, and  to  the  vineyard 
and  olive.  (6)  And  the 
Philistines  said,  Who  did 
these  things?  And  they 
said,  Sampson  the  bridegroom 
of  the  Thamnei,  because  he 


Judg.  XV.  3-7  (A)  (lit). 

[811]  "  (3)  And  Sampson 
said  unto  him,  I  am  blame- 
less once  for  all  from  the 
Philistines  in  that  I  do  with 
you  ill  [deeds].  (4)  And 
Sampson  went  and  caught 
three  hundred  foxes  and  took 
torches  and  bound  together 
tail  to  tail,  and  placed  one 
torch  betwixt  the  two  tails 
in  the  midst  (5)  And  he 
lighted  a  fire  in  the  torches 
and  sent  them  forth  into  the 
sheaves  (BpayfiaTo)  ^  of  the 
Philistines,  and  he  consumed- 
with-fire  the  wheat-ears  and 
what-had-  been-before-reaped, 
from  the  corn  -  ready  -  for- 
treading  (o-ruyS^?)'  even  to 
the  standing  [com]  and  to 
the  vineyard  and  olive.  (6) 
And  the  Philistines  said. 
Who  did  these  things  ?  And 
they  said,  Sampson  the  son- 


'  A.V.   "Though  ye  have  done  this,  yet  will  I  be  avenged  of  you." 

'  "  sheaves  "  =  3p<l7/MiTo,  properly  "  handfuls  [clutched  by  the  reaper]"  but 

also  used,  in  later  Greek,  of  uncut  corn. 

*  Irvftrjt  (  =  o'rM/3^)  must  mean  this,  though  no  instance  of  it  is  given  in 

L.  &  S.    The  Gk.  root  means  "tread."     Codex  A  conflates,  combining  a  free 

rendering  and  a  closer  one. 
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took  his  wife  and  gave  her  in-law  of  the  Thamnathaean, 
to  him  that  was  of  his  because  he  took  his  wife  and 
friends.  And  the  Philistines  gave  her  to  his  companion, 
went  up  and  burned  her  and  And  the  Philistines  went  in 
her  father  with  fire.  (7)  And  and  consumed -with -fire  the 
Sampson  said  to  them,  If  house  of  her  father  and  her- 
(or,  even  if)  ye  do  thus  [to]  self  and  her  father  with  fire, 
this  [woman],  that  verily  ^  I  (7)  And  Sampson  said  to 
will  be  avenged  on  you,  and  them,  If  (or,  even  if)  ye  do 
at  the  last  I  will  cease."  thus,  I   will  not  be  satisfied, 

but  my  vengeance  from  one 
and  each  ^  of  you  will  I  ac- 
complish." 

§  4.   Codex  A  less  accurate  again  than  B 

[312]  Here,  again,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the 
writer  of  A  could  have  had  B  before  him.  For  why  should 
the  former  (with  B  before  his  face,  giving  the  correct  trans- 
lation) make  the  mistakes  of  person  in  xv.  3,  and  exhibit 
a  conflate  in  xv.  5,  and  insert  wrongly  (xv.  6)  "the  house 
of  her  father,"  and  make  the  blunder  about  "  one  and  each  " 
to  which  attention  is  called  below? 

[313]  The  very  few  points  in  which,  simultaneously,  B 
is  wrong  and  A  is  right,  are  consistent  with  B's  faithful 
adherence  (in  intention  at  all  events)  to  the  Hebrew  text : 
B  (xv.  6)  has  "  bridegroom,"  instead  of  "  son-in-law."  The 
former  makes  no  sense,  but  it  is  the  usual  meaning  of  the 
Hebrew  word,  which  means  relation  by  marriage,  and  here 

'  "  If  .  .  .  verily,"  'Ecti'  irotrJo-TjTe  o(>ra>s  Ta&njv  Srt  e/  fi'ijv  ....*'  Thus  "  and 
"  this  [woman]"  are  conflations  of  "thus  (n'la)"  i.e.  "like  this  (fem.)."  "That" 
=  '3,  and  "verily  "  =  dk  :  but  here  the  two  particles  combined  =  "  but  "or  "  never- 
theless." 

*  "One  and  each."  Codex  A  has  read  "at  the  last"  (nnx)  as  nnK"one," 
and  dropped  the  final  letter  in  ( V)nn»t  "  1  will  cease,"  so  as  to  make  that  also  mean 
"one,"  which  it  has  rendered  "(each)  one"  (unless  iKdirrov  is  Gk.  corr.  for 
drxo-Tov  "at  the  last"). 
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"son-in-law."  B  (xv.  6)  has  "of  his  friends"  instead  of 
"  companion."  But  this  is  because  B  has  tai<en  m-  as 
having  its  prepositional  instead  of  its  participial  force.  Our 
conclusion  is  that  A  has  again  followed  a  loose,  free,  and 
early  translation,  while  B  has  adopted  a  later  one,  closer  to 
the  Hebrew. 


§  5.   Codex  Ay  later  on,  vtore  accurate  than  B 

Yet,  if  we  were  to  suppose  that  throughout  the  whole  of 
the  book  of  Judges,  or  even  throughout  the  story  of  Samson, 
B  was  always  more  faithful  than  A  to  the  extant  Hebrew, 
we  should  be  speedily  undeceived  by  the  account  of  Samson's 
death,  where  the  Hebrew  and  A  agree  that  the  hero  "  called  " 
to  the  Lord  (but  B  has  "  wept "),  and  that  there  were  "  three 
thousand  "  spectators  (but  B  has  "  seven  hundred  ").* 

On  the  whole,  it  appears  safe  to  adopt  the  rule — subject 
to  exceptions  arising  from  special  circumstances — that  a 
later  translation  is  likely  to  be  more  accurate  than  an 
earlier  one. 

*  [S13<i]  Judg-  xvi.  27,  28.  "Weep,"  kKoXuv  =  nsa  about  a  hundred  times. 
No  other  Hebrew  word  represents  (fXaien*  in  historical  narrative,  with  thru  excep- 
tioHSy  aJl  in/ttdges  (ix.  7,  xv.  18,  xvi.  28),  where  the  Hebrew  is  mp,  "call" — a 
fact  that  points  to  a  hypothesis  that  Judges  may  have  been  translated  by  a  special 
(and  inaccurate)  translator.  In  Judg.  ix.  7,  where  Jotham  "cries"  to  the  men  of 
Shechem  and  utters  the  Parable  of  the  Trees,  even  A  has  "weep."  But  in  the 
Samson  story  (xv.  18,  xvi.  28)  A  has  "shout,"  §odiV. 

Mr.  W.  S.  Aldis  suggests  that  (K\a\xTf  may  be  a  Greek  corruption  for  iK6.\e<T(. 
It  would  be  more  natural  that  the  comparatively  rare  kKolUiv  should  be  corrupted 
into  the  comparatively  common  koKuv,  comp.  2  K.  viii.  12  "weepeth"  xXoin 
(A  KoKtt) :  but  the  suggestion  affords  a  very  reasonable  explanation  of  the  error. 
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PROOF  OF  mark's  PRIORITY  TO  MATTHEW  AND  LUKE 

§  I .    Unsafeness  of  argument  from  mere  antecedent  probability 

[814]  One  important,  though  inconvenient,  conclusion 
from  the  facts  alleged  in  the  preceding  chapters  is  this,  that 
it  is  unsafe  to  infer  that  the  general  characteristics  of  two 
parallel  narratives  will  be  found  in  any  special  passage.  As 
a  rule,  Theodotion  is  closer  to  the  Hebrew  than  the  Septua- 
gint  is ;  Ezra  (LXX)  is  closer  than  Esdras,  Codex  A 
than  Codex  B  :  but  it  is  not  always  so.  It  is  safer  to  draw 
conclusions  from  Hebraic  idiom,  which  generally  represents 
an  attempt  to  return  to  a  Hebrew  text ;  but  the  attempt, 
as  we  have  seen,  is  not  always  successful :  sometimes 
an  early,  free,  paraphrastic  translation  is  closer  to  the 
substance  of  the  original  Hebrew  than  a  later  and  more 
literal  rendering.  Again,  we  have  found  indications  that 
Codex  A,  though  in  most  books  more  faithful  to  the  Hebrew 
than  Codex  B,  is  less  faithful  in  parts  of  Judges,  and  that 
parts  of  Judges,  in  B,  may  have  been  rendered  into  Greek 
by  a  special  translator,  who  differed  in  his  views  of  Hebrew 
from  the  translators  of  the  rest  of  the  Bible.  Later  on 
(538)  we  shall  find  grounds  for  believing  that  the  Septuagint 
has  been  either  revised,  or  translated  by  other  hands,  from 
that  point  in  the  Pentateuch  where  the  Law  is  introduced. 
All  these  facts  greatly  complicate  the  problem  of  returning 
from  a  Greek  translation  to  the  Hebrew  original,  except  in 
those  cases  where  the  sense,  or  the  comparison  of  two  or 
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more  parallel  versions,  points  to  a  distinct  error,  made  ante- 
cedently probable  by  such  evidence  as  was  set  forth  in  Clue. 

\  2.  Analogy  betiveen  the  versions  and  editions  of  parts  of  the 
Old  Testament  and  parts  of  the  New 

[816]  The  general  facts  about  versions  and  editions  of 
the  Greek  Old  Testament  resemble  what  Luke  says  concern- 
ing the  "  many  "  who  took  in  hand  to  draw  up  a  narrative 
about  the  historical  facts  that  constitute  the  basis  of  the 
New  Testament.  The  early  Greek  translation  of  the  Old 
Testament  appears  to  have  been  free  and  full  of  errors. 
Yet  it  was  venerated  by  Philo,  and  probably  by  other  Jews 
who  were,  like  Philo,  ignorant  of  Hebrew :  and  we  hear 
little  or  nothing  of  complaints  about  inaccuracy  or  attempts 
to  remedy  it,  till  the  second  century  of  the  Christian  era. 
By  that  time  controversies  had  sprung  up  between  Christians 
and  Jews.  The  former  would  naturally  appeal  to  the  Greek 
Old  Testament,  and  we  know  that  Justin,  while  making  this 
appeal,  accused  the  Jews  of  corrupting  the  Hebrew  when  it 
differed  from  his  own  erroneous  Greek.  Then  arose  the 
improved  versions  of  (i)  Aquila,  (ii)  Theodotion,  (iii)  Sym- 
machus.  Subsequently  came  the  great  work  of  Origen, 
combining  their  three  versions  with  that  of  the  (iv)  Septua- 
gint,  and  placing  them  parallel  to  the  Hebrew,  written  in 
(v)  Hebrew,  and  in  (vi)  Greek  characters.^ 

[316]  Here  then  we  have  just  what  Luke  described — 
"  many  "  people  trying  to  translate  the  ancient  fundamental 
scriptures,  and  with  very  different  success.  And  these  facts 
go  faY  to  explain  the  variations  in  Codices  such  as  A  and  B, 
above  described.  Some  may  have  preferred  the  bald  but 
close  translation  of  Aquila,  others  the  better  Greek  of 
Symmachus.       And    the    preference    may    not    have    been 

^  From  its  containing  these  six  parts,  Origen 's  work  was  called  the  Hexapla,  or 
Six-fold.  Other  anonymous  translations  were  appended  to  some  editions  of  the 
Hexapla  (see  Smith's  Diet,  of  Chr.  Biogr.  "  Hexapla  "). 
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consistently  extended  to  the  whole  of  the  Bible.  For 
example,  the  Vulgate  is  based  upon  Theodotion,  so  far 
as  Daniel  is  concerned,  but  on  the  Septuagint  elsewhere. 
Similarly,  the  scribe,  or  editor,  who  was  responsible  for  the 
text  of  Codex  A  may  have  preferred  some  translation, 
differing  from  the  Septuagint,  as  a  guide  for  one  book,  or 
passage  in  a  book,  but  not  for  others.  Consequently,  it  is 
unsafe  to  assume  that  the  writers  of  A  and  B  were  using 
their  own  judgment,  when  they  differ  from  one  another,  or 
from  the  Hebrew,  or  from  both.  They  may  have  been 
following  one  of  the  "  many  "  translators,  their  predecessors, 
without  using  their  own  judgment,  except  as  to  the  choice 
of  a  guide. 

[817]  The  same  conclusions  must  apply  to  the  writers 
of  the  Synoptic  Gospels.  When  we  say  that  Mark,  Matthew, 
or  Luke,  rendered  or  misrendered  the  original  Hebrew  in  this 
or  that  way,  we  do  not  mean  that  the  writers  of  the  words 
under  discussion  quoted  from  our  Synoptic  Gospels,  severally 
resorted  to  the  Hebrew  and  used  their  private  judgment, 
or  even  that  they  knew  anything  about  Hebrew,^  They 
may  have  followed  some  of  the  "  many  "  translations  already 

*  [817a]  As  regards  the  authorship  of  the  Gospels,  see  note  (ii)  in  the 
"References"  above,  which  warns  the  reader  that  the  use  of  the  name  "  Matthew  " 
in  these  pages  does  not  imply  "  that  the  actual  writer  was  Matthew."  A  friend 
asks  :  *'  If  Matthew  was  the  alleged,  not  the  real,  author,  how  can  you  explain 
the  feet  that  he,  a  comparatively  unimportant  Apostle,  received  this  distinction, 
instead  of  Peter,  or  John,  or  James  the  brother  of  John  ?  "  The  answer  is,  thai 
Peter  and  John  are  expressly  declared  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  to  have  been 
(Acts  iv.  13)  **  unlettered  and  ignorant  men."  In  that  passage,  dypd/Mfiaroi 
("unlettered")  is  interpreted,  by  some,  as  meaning  "ignorant  of  Jewish  tradi- 
tions"; but  the  more  natural  meaning  is  (as  in  Epict.  ii.  14,  Plat.  Tim.  23  B) 
"unable  to  read  or  write" — especially  as  mere  ignorance  of  tradition  would 
appear  to  be  expressed  sufficiently  by  the  word  "  ignorant."  If  Peter  and  John 
were  "  unlettered,"  their  brothers  Andrew  and  James  would  probably  be  in  the 
same  condition.  Thus,  the  leading  Apostles  might  naturally  be  thought  incapable 
of  writing  Gospels.  Now  the  only  one  of  the  Twelve  who  nmst  necessarily  have 
been  able  to  write  was  Matthew.  Being  a  Publican,  he  was  bound  to  be  a  ready 
writer.  It  was  therefore  extremely  natural  that  the  first  written  Gospel  should  be 
ascribed  to  him. 
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in  existence,  and  sometimes  one,  sometimes  another — with 
variations  naturally  far  greater  than  in  the  Old  Testament, 
because  there  was  still  at  work  among  preachers  and  writers 
of  the  Gospel  the  influence  of  current  oral  tradition. 

S  3.    The  Triple  Tradition  and  the  Double  Tradition  in 
the  Synoptic  Gospels 

The  facts  and  considerations  above  mentioned  may 
seem  to  make  it  almost,  if  not  quite,  impossible  to  decide 
between  the  claims  of  the  Synoptists  to  documentary  priority. 
Luke,  for  example,  is  the  third  of  the  Synoptists  chronologi- 
cally :  "  But,"  it  may  be  asked,  "  may  he  not  have  followed — 
in  some  passage  where  he  partly  disagrees  and  partly  agrees 
with  Mark — a  document  earlier  than  Mark,  from  which  Mark 
and  Luke  both  borrowed,  and  Luke  the  more  accurately  of 
the  two?" 

[318  (i)]  The  answer  is  this  :  "  There  probably  was  such 
a  document,  a  Hebrew  one,  earlier  than  Mark,  and  Luke 
probably  borrowed  from  it  sometimes  more  accurately  than 
Mark.  But  there  is  evidence  to  shew  that  our  present  Mark 
contains  that  document,  only  in  a  Greek  form,  and  with  a  good 
many  errors,  conflations,  and  additions." 

If  it  be  asked  what  kind  of  testimony  can  prove  this,  we 
reply  that,  besides  evidence  of  translation  from  Hebrew,  there 
is  other  evidence  of  quite  a  different  kind  derived  from  the 
text  of  Matthew.  A  close  study  of  what  may  be  called  the 
Triple  Tradition — that  is  to  say,  the  account  of  Christ's  acts 
and  shorter  sayings  attested  by  the  triple  testimony  of  Mark, 
Matthew,  and  Luke — shews  that  Matthew  and  Luke,  in  these 
portions  of  their  Gospels,  contain  nothing  of  importance  in 
common  that  is  not  also  found  in  our  present  text  of  Mark. 

[318  (ii)]  The  reader  must  carefully  distinguish  the 
Triple  Tradition  from  those  portions  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels 
where  Mark  is  wanting,  and  where  the  attestation  depends 
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on  two  Evangelists,  or  on  one  alone.  A  comparison  of  the 
Synoptists  will  show  that  Matthew  and  Luke,  where  Mark  is 
altogether  wanting,  often  agree  very  closely  indeed,  as,  for 
example,  in  this  passage  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount :  "  No 
one  (Lk.  servant)  can  be  bond-servant  to  two  lords  ;  for 
either  he  will  hate  the  one  and  love  the  other  or  hold  fast 
to  one  and  despise  the  other.  Ye  cannot  serve  God  and 
Mammon."^  In  the  whole  of  the  Triple  Tradition  there  is 
perhaps  no  instance  of  such  close  agreement  as  in  this  and  in 
other  passages  common  to  Matthew  and  Luke  and  wanting  in 
Mark.  But  these  passages  are  best  considered  by  them- 
selves. Almost  all  of  them  contain  sayings,  not  doings,  of 
Christ,  and  they  have  (many  of  them)  peculiarities  of  style 
and  subject-matter  which  render  it  desirable  to  consider 
them  separately,  as  constituting  a  distinct  document  from 
the  Triple  Tradition.  Theoretically,  it  may  be  urged  that 
this  has  no  more  right  to  be  treated  as  a  distinct  document 
than  any  other  doubly-attested  tradition,  e.g.  the  similarities 
common  to  Mark  and  Matthew  alone,  or  to  Mark  and  Luke 
alone.  But  in  practice  this  collection  of  Matthew -Luke 
passages  is  so  much  more  important  than  any  other  "  double 
traditions  "  in  the  Synoptists  that  we  shall  find  it  convenient, 
for  brevity,  to  call  it  the  Double  Tradition,  and  to  discuss  it 
in  a  separate  volume,  without,  of  course,  allowing  this  con- 
venient title  to  commit  us  to  any  conclusions  about  the 
authorship  of  this  or  that  passage  in  the  collection. 

'  Mt.  vi.  24,  Lk.  xvj.  13.  The  Triple  Tradition,  in  English,  is  distinguished 
by  black  letters  in  The  Common  Tradition  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  (Abbott  and 
Rushbrooke,  Macmillan,  1884).  Mr.  Rushbrooke's  ^y/w/Z/V^^w  (Macmillan,  1880) 
gives  the  Triple  Tradition  in  Greek,  distinguishing  the  portions  attested  by  three 
and  by  two  Evangelists,  severally  ;  and  it  also  prints  separately  the  Double 
Tradition  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  and  the  single  Traditions  of  Matthew  and  of 
Luke.  For  the  critical  study  of  the  Greek  Synoptic  Gospels  the  latter  work  is 
indispensable. 
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§  4.   Conclusion  from  the  phenomena  of  the  Triple  Tradition 

[319]  In  order  to  explain  the  agreements  between  the 
Synoptists  in  the  Triple  Tradition,  what  hypotheses  are  open 
(if  we  dismiss  that  of  accidental  coincidence  as  absurd)  ? 

(i)  Did  Mark  borrow  from  Matthew  and  Luke? 

If  he  did,  he  must  have  adapted  his  narrative  so  as  to 
intenveave  in  it  (with  the  comparatively  few  and  unim- 
portant exceptions  that  will  be  mentioned)  every  phrase  and 
word  common  to  Matthew  and  Luke — a  hard  task  even  for  a 
literary  forger  of  consummate  skill,  and  an  impossible  one 
for  such  a  writer  as  Mark  (to  say  nothing  of  the  absurdity 
that  one  of  the  earliest  Evangelists  should  have  constructed 
a  gospel  on  such  complex  lines). 

(ii)  Did  {a)  Mark  borrow  from  a  larger  written  Gospel  than 
his  own,  or  from  a  larger  Oral  Tradition,  and  did  (^)  Matthew 
and  Luke  borrow  from  either  or  both  of  these  sources,  and 
not  from  our  Mark  ? 

If  (J))  had  been  the  case,  we  should  have  found  Matthew 
and  Luke  occasionally  agreeing  in  borrowing,  from  that 
larger  written  Gospel  or  Oral  Tradition,  something  that  is 
not  in  our  Mark.  But  they  practically  never  do  this.  In 
the  Triple  Tradition  they  limit  their  agreements  (with  the 
unimportant  exceptions  that  will  be  mentioned)  to  passages 
that  are  also  in  our  Mark.  It  is  impossible  that  this 
limitation  should  be  merely  accidental. 

Whether  Mark  borrowed  from  {a)  "  a  larger  document 
or  larger  Oral  Tradition,"  we  do  not  know.  But,  if  he  did, 
we  conclude  that  at  all  events  {b)  Matthew  and  Luke  did 
not  borrow  from  it  in  the  Triple  Tradition. 

(iii)  Did  Matthew  borrow  from  Luke  or  Luke  from 
Matthew  ?  If  they  did,  Matthew  and  Luke  would  occasion- 
ally contain  important  similarities  not  found  in  Mark.  But 
this,  in  the  Triple  Tradition,  is  practically  never  the  case. 

(iv)  Did  Matthew  and  Luke  borrow  from  a  Gospel  alto- 
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gether  different  from  Mark  ?  They  did  so  in  the  Double 
Tradition.  But  in  the  Triple  Tradition  they  cannot  have 
done  so  for  the  reason  mentioned  in  (iii) :  they  would  then 
contain  important  similarities  not  found  in  Mark.  But  they 
do  not.  Both  Matthew  and  Luke  often  differ  from  Mark  in 
details  of  great  importance  ;  but,  where  that  is  the  case,  they 
rarely  or  never  agree  togetfier  against  Mark.  Their  agree- 
ments against  Mark,  so  far  as  the  Triple  Tradition  is 
concerned,  are  almost  always  unimportant. 

[320]  (v)  Did  Matthew  and  Luke  borrow  from  our  Mark  ? 
This  hypothesis  will  satisfy  almost  all  the  facts,  on  the 
assumption  that  the  first  two  used  a  great  deal  of  freedom 
in  omitting  many  details  in  Mark,  But  that  assumption 
will  not  be  necessary  if  we  modify  the  hypothesis  thus  : — 

[821]  (vi)  Matthew  and  Luke,  in  the  Triple  Tradition, 
borrowed  independently  from  a  tradition  contained  in  Mark. 

This  leaves  us  free  to  believe  that  Mark,  as  was  natural 
in  a  very  early  Gospel,  may  have  contained  conflations, 
mistranslations,  paraphra.ses,  and  paraphrastic  additions. 
Some  of  these  Matthew  and  Luke  might  reject  as  non- 
authoritative.  Others  they  do  not  insert — but  can  hardly 
be  said  to  reject  if  they  were  not  in  their  edition  of  Mark. 

The  conclusion  will  then  be,  that  Matthew  and  Luke 
had  before  them  either  our  Mark,^  or  some  shorter  form  of 
it,  as  the  basis  of  their  account  of  Christ's  acts  and  shorter 
sayings.  The  two  may  have  used  different  editions  of 
Mark.  But  if  they  did,  those  editions  did  not  agree  in 
including  anything  of  importance  that  is  not  found  in 
our  Mark. 

§  5.  Illustration  of  tlu  relation  between  the  Synoptists 

[322]  It  is  so  important  to  realize  the  scientific  certainty 
of  conclusions  deducible  from  three  closely  agreeing  parallel 
1  With  corrections  (323). 
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documents  that  a  homely  illustration  must  not  be  de- 
spised. If  an  examiner  is  looking  over  school  translation- 
papers  and  finds  three  of  them  agreeing  for  several  words 
together,  he  is  bound  to  suspect  copying.  Even  though 
the  boys  have  heard  their  master  translating  the  passage 
for  them,  the  examiner  knows  very  well  that  no  boys  would 
retain  many  consecutive  words  of  the  master's  version  so  as 
to  reproduce  them  with  exact  agreement :  so  he  will  put 
aside  the  three  papers,  which  we  will  call  those  of  Primus, 
Secundus,  and   Tertius,  for  further  examination. 

The  fact  that  Primus,  Secundus,  and  Tertius,  are  some- 
times all  in  agreement  proves,  of  course,  nothing  as  to 
priority.  But,  on  closely  analysing  the  papers,  he  finds, 
we  will  suppose,  that  —  although  Primus  often  agrees  with 
Secundus  where  Tertius  differs,  and  Tertius  often  agrees 
with  Secundus  where  Primus  differs — Primus  and  Tertius 
hardly  ever  agree  except  in  those  parts  where  they  both 
agree  with  Secundus.  He  will  then  infer  that  Primus, 
Secundus,  and  Tertius,  were  sitting  together  in  the  exami- 
nation, and  that  Secundus  was  the  boy  in  the  middle  from 
whom  the  two  outside  boys  copied.  Primus  and  Tertius 
could  not  copy  from  one  another  because  Secundus  in- 
tervened ;  and  whenever  Primus  and  Tertius  agreed,  it  was 
because  they  copied  from  the  boy  in  the  middle. 

But  let  us  further  suppose  that  Primus  and  Tertius, 
when  taxed  with  their  offence,  endeavour  to  throw  blame  on 
Secundus  as  well,  by  saying  that  they  had  all  three  brought 
printed  translations  into  the  class-room  and  were  copying 
from  these.  The  answer  would  be  immediate :  "  If  you, 
Primus  and  Tertius,  were  copying  from  a  book,  and  not 
from  Secundus,  how  did  it  happen  that  you  never  copied 
from  that  book  anything  but  what  Secundus,  as  you  say, 
copied  ?  " 

This  concrete  instance  illustrates  a  general  rule  :  When- 
ever two  documents  agree  with  one  anotfier  in  passages  comtnon 
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to  a  third  document  and  in  no  otJters^  the  presumption  is  that 
the  two  have  borrowed  from  the  third} 


§  6.    The  corrections  of  Mark  adopted  by  Matthew  and  Luke 

[323]  Roughly  speaking,  the  case  put  in  the  last  section 
applies  to  the  three  Synoptists.  Matthew  and  Luke  may 
be  described  as  "  the  outside  boys,"  Mark  as  "  the  boy  in  the 
middle  ";  and  Matthew  and  Luke  copied  independently  from 
Mark. 

But  this,  though  of  very  great  value  as  a  brief  and  clear 
approximation  to  a  very  important  truth,  nevertheless  does 
not  represent  the  exact  truth,  which  will  now  be  more 
completely  stated. 

Our  present  Mark,  being  the  earliest  extant  attempt  to 
represent  the  Acts  of  the  Lord  in  Greek,  contains,  as  might 
be  expected,  many  roughnesses,  obscurities,  and  vernacular 
expressions — some  of  them  specially  condemned  by  Greek 
grammarians — likely  to  be  removed  by  the  earliest  Evangelists 
using  this  Gospel.  We  know  from  the  preface  to  Luke's 
Gospel  that  many  Christian  narratives,  prior  to  Luke's,  have 
perished.  It  is  therefore  not  in  the  least  surprising  that 
there  should  have  been  many  other  editions  of  Mark  besides 
ours,  and  that  traces  of  one  of  these  should  be  found  in 
Matthew  and  Luke. 

To  complete,  therefore,  the  analogy  sketched  in  the  last 
section,  we  must  suppose  that  "  the  outside  boys "  copied 
from  a  corrected  copy  of  the  translation  of  "  the  middle  boy." 
It  would  follow  that,  whenever  "  the  outside  boys "  agreed 
against  "  the  middle  boy,"  it  was  because  his  translation  con- 

^  It  is  of  course  easy  to  find  superficial  exceptions  to  this  rule.  When  two 
novelists  "  agree  in  passages  common  to  Pope,"  it  by  no  means  follows  that  they 
have  "  borrowed  from  Pope."  One  may  have  borrowed  from  some  author  who 
has  quoted  Pope  ;  another  from  a  Dictionary  of  Familiar  Quotations.  Many  other 
such  exceptions  might  be  imagined.  But  they  would  not  interfere  with  the  sound- 
ness of  the  rule,  taken  as  a  "  general "  one  and  applied  to  the  Synoptic  Gospels. 
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tained  something  faulty  in  style,  or  obscure,  or  positively 
erroneous,  or  at  all  events  something  that  a  Corrector  might 
naturally  deem  faulty  in  one  of  these  three  points. 

§  7-  Appeal  to  facts 

Now,  if  this  last  statement  holds  good  for  the  Synoptists, 
that  is  to  say  if  Matthew  and  Luke,  when  covering  the 
ground  occupied  by  Mark,  never  agree  against  Mark  except 
where  Mark  requires — or  may  have  seemed  to  early  editors 
to  require — some  amendment  of  style  or  accuracy,  the  fact 
is  not  only  of  great  importance  in  its  bearing  on  the 
hypothesis  of  a  Hebrew  basis  for  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  but 
also  one  capable,  in  part,  of  verification  without  much 
difficulty. 

[324]  It  is  mostly  very  easy  to  distinguish  amendments 
of  style  from  amendments  of  fact.  The  former  would 
include  corrections  of  the  impersonal  subject  "  they " 
(meaning  "  one,"  or  "  people "),  substitutions  of  the  gram- 
matically expressed  interrogative  for  the  interrogative  that 
is  expressed  merely  by  tone,  changes  of  the  historic  present 
into  the  past  tense,  insertion  of  pronouns  or  substitution  of 
nouns  for  pronouns,  the  correction  of  a  vernacular  word  into 
a  polite  one  meaning  the  same  thing  (584-41),  and  other 
slight  changes  requiring  little  discussion. 

[325]  But  when  Mark  speaks — as  we  have  found  (192-5) 
— about  "  wild  beasts,  while  Matthew  and  Luke  speak  about 
"fasting,"  or  when  Mark  has  (196)  "by  four,"  but  Matthew 
and  Luke  "on  a  bed,"  then  the  agreements  of  Matthew 
and  Luke  against  Mark,  which  we  may  call  corrections  of 
Mark,  assume  a  different  character.  And  if  a  few  of  these 
corrections  are  shewn  to  be  in  all  probability  due  to  a 
Hebrew  original,  which  Mark  appeared  to  the  Corrector  to 
have  mistranslated,  then  we  are  led  to  infer  that  other 
corrections  of  this  class — that  is  to  say,  not  obviously  ex- 
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plicable  as  improvements  of  style — probably  proceeded  from 
the  same  cause. 

If  once  this  inference  is  established,  it  will  lead  us  to 
recognize  the  existence  of  Mark-corrections  that  may  with- 
out exaggeration  be  described  as  amounting  to  an  edition,  or 
editions,  of  Mark,  later  than  our  Mark  (at  all  events  in  parts  ') 
but  earlier  than  Matthew  and  Luke,  edited  at  a  time  when 
the  Hebrew  original  of  the  Gospel  still  exercised  influence. 

[326]  In  order  to  perceive  the  importance  of  this 
conclusion,  let  us  refer  to  a  corresponding  fact  in  the  Old 
Testament.  There  we  find  that  in  several  passages  the 
text  of  the  oldest  manuscript  of  the  Septuagint,  the  Codex 
Vaticanus,  appears  to  have  been  corrected  by  the  later  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  so  as  to  conform  the  meaning  to  the  Hebrew. 
In  such  passages  the  Vaticanus  represents  the  earliest  Greek, 
but  the  Alexandrinus  mostly  represents  the  historical  fact, 
that  is  to  say  the  Hebrew,  misrepresented  by  the  earliest 
Greeks  So  it  may  be  sometimes  here.  Mark  may  be  the 
earliest,  but  not  always  the  most  accurate  of  the  Evangelists. 
He  may  have  mistranslated  the  Hebrew  of  the  Logia  as 
the  Codex  Vaticanus  has  mistranslated  the  Old  Testament, 
and  the  error  may  be  rectified  in  the  corrections  adopted  by 
the  later  Evangelists. 

*  [325a]  "In  parts."  It  is  of  course  possible  that  some  of  the  lengthy  details 
in  our  Mark,  e.g.  about  Herod,  about  the  lunatic,  etc. ,  may  have  been  added  to 
Mark  subsequently  to  the  publication  of  the  edition  of  Mark  used  by  Matthew 
and  Luke.  In  other  words,  our  Mark  may  combine  late  interpolations — not  known 
to  Matthew  (and  perhaps  not  to  Luke) — with  a  text  earlier  than  that  which  was 
used  by  Matthew  and  Luke.  This  would  be  in  analogy  with  the  LXX  which  is 
an  earlier  text  than  that  of  Aquila  and  Theodotion  but  shews  occasional  signs  of 
Christian  interpolation. 

It  does  not  follow  that  Matthew  and  Luke  used  the  same  edition  of  Mark. 
Suppose  Matthew  to  have  used  the  sixteenth,  and  Luke  the  seventeenth,  edition. 
We  should  then  find  in  Matthew  and  Luke  all  the  corrections  common  to  these 
two  editions. 

^  "Mostly."  There  may  be  exceptional  cases  where  B  has  translated  a 
Hebrew  version  older  than  our  present  Hebrew  text.  And  we  have  seen  that,  in 
Judges  (309),  B  is  often  closer  to  the  Hebrew  than  A  is.  But  the  general  rule  is 
as  stated  above. 

54 


PROOF  OF  MARK'S  PRIORITY  [828] 


§  8,    Tlu  use  of  a  complete  table  of  tlu  corrections  of  Mark 
adopted  by  Matthew  and  Luke 

[327]  The  analogy  between  the  codices  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, and  the  three  Synoptic  accounts  of  Christ's  life  in  the 
New  Testament,  is  of  course  only  partial.  Though  the 
Synoptic  Gospels  may  be  shewn  to  be  based  on  a  Hebrew 
Gospel,  yet  the  Hebrew  text  did  not  remain,  like  that  of  the 
Old  Testament,  influencing  editors  of  Greek  translations  for 
many  centuries  after  the  first  Greek  translation  appeared. 
And,  on  the  other  side,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
floating  oral  tradition  would  combine  with  the  "  many " 
treatises  about  Christ's  life  that  existed  before  Luke's  Gospel 
to  modify  the  earliest  traditions  in  ways  to  which  no  parallel 
can  be  found  in  the  Septuagint  Nevertheless  it  must  be  of 
use  to  all  students  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  to  have  before 
them  a  table  of  the  corrections  of  Mark  adopted  by  Matthew 
and  Luke. 

[328]  But  if  there  is  to  be  such  a  table,  it  ought  to  be 
complete,  in  spite  of  the  risk  of  conveying  an  impression  of 
tedious,  unnecessary,  and  pedantical  minuteness.  A  few 
telling  instances  of  these  "corrections"  might  possibly  prove 
that  the  Corrector  or  Editor  ^  had  access  to  Mark's  Hebrew 
original  ;  but  only  a  large  collection  will  enable  readers  to 
look  as  it  were  over  his  shoulder  and  to  enter  into  his  mind, 
so  that  we  may  put  ourselves  in  his  position  and  realize  his 

'  "The  ("orreclor "  will  sometimes  be  used  to  denote  the  origin  of  any  reading 
in  which  Matthew  and  Luke  agree  (in  the  Triple  Tradition)  against  Mark.  But 
the  term  is  not  to  commit  us  to  any  definite  view  as  to  one  Corrector  or  Editor. 
There  may  have  been  a  score  of  editions  of  Mark,  all  trying  to  make  the  Gospel 
leu  obscure  and  ungrammatical,  and  some  of  them  trying  to  make  it  more  edifying. 
About  such  details  we  can  know  nothing  :  and  it  is  most  important  to  keep  our- 
selves from  all  but  the  simplest  and  most  verifiable  hypotheses  about  original 
documents  and  editions.  Complex  hypotheses  on  such  subjects,  besides  wasting 
time,  prejudice  the  mind  against  dispassionate  investigation  of  minute  verbal 
differences — a  task  laborious  but  absolutely  necessary  if  we  are  to  reach  a  scientific 
conclusion. 
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motives  in  making  the  corrections,  and,  to  some  extent, 
Matthew's  and  Luke's  motives  in  adopting  them.  An 
Appendix  to  this  work  presents,  in  parallel  columns,  all  the 
Greek  passages  in  Mark  that  have  been  thus  corrected,  and 
the  corresponding  Greek  corrections  in  Matthew  and  Luke. 

[329]  The  Appendix  appeals  to  none  but  students 
familiar  with  Greek.  But  an  attempt  has  been  made  in  the 
following  pages  to  explain  as  many  of  the  Corrections  as  do 
not  refer  to  style  and  to  Greek  construction,  in  such  a  way 
as  to  be  intelligible  to  readers  knowing  nothing  but  English. 
The  explanations,  however,  must  of  necessity  be  somewhat 
more  difficult  to  follow  than  those  contained  in  the  First 
Part  of  this  series.  There,  the  object  being  to  prove  trans- 
lation from  Hebrew,  it  was  permissible  to  select,  and  collect 
in  any  order,  instances  that  could  be  made  briefly  intelligible. 
In  Clue  it  was  pointed  out  (1)  that  a  very  few  cases  of 
manifest  error  in  one  of  two  parallel  documents — such  as 
"am"  parallel  to  "follow,"  "found  for  himself"  parallel  to 
"happened,"  "carried  "  parallel  to  "  was  in  good  health" — 
would  suffice  to  prove  translation  from  French,  and  the 
same  was  shewn  to  apply  to  Hebrew.  The  course  adopted 
therefore  was  to  select  such  errors  as  might  be  expected 
to  arise  from  confusion  of  Hebrew  letters  e.g.  "t  and  n,  and 
we  began  with  "  Edom  (DIn)  "  and  "  Aram  (din)  "  in 
accordance  with  that  plan.  But  now  a  different  method 
must  be  adopted. 

[330]  Following  Mark's  order,  we  must  take  each  one 
of  the  corrections  above  described  (except  those  which  fall 
under  the  general  heading  of  corrections  for  Greek  style  or 
clearness).  If  we  can  explain  each  from  Hebrew  translation 
we  shall  be  glad  to  do  so  :  but  if  we  are  forced  to  explain 
some  (as  we  are  forced  to  explain  many  of  the  deviations 
of  Chronicles  from  Kings)  as  dictated  by  motive  of  a  non- 
grammatical  kind — e.g.  the  desire  to  remove  a  stumbling-block, 
or  to  improve  what  is  edifying  but  might  be  more  edifying, 
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or  to  exaggerate  what  is  wonderful  but  might  be  more 
wonderful — then  we  must  adopt,  however  unwillingly,  the 
latter  explanation.  Nor  must  conjectures  be  despised,  pro- 
vided that  they  are  based  on  allegations  of  fact  that  may 
help  others  to  advance  to  something  better  than  conjecture. 
If  we  cannot  in  any  way  explain  an  instance,  we  must  say 
so :  for  a  negative,  as  well  as  a  conjecture,  may  be  "  more 
pregnant  of  direction  than  an  indefinite."  ^ 

'  Bacon's  Essays,  25. 
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THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS  OF  MARK 

§  I.   Arrangement 

[881]  Mark's  order  is  followed.  Opposite  to  each 
corrigetidum  of  Mark  is  placed  the  correction  adopted  by 
Matthew  and  Luke.  If  an  instance  is  not  found  here,  it 
must  be  assumed  to  be  one  of  the  comparatively  unimportant 
class  referring  to  Greek  style  or  grammatical  improvement, 
and  must  be  looked  for  in  the  Greek  Appendix. 

[332]  Corrections  must  not  be  confused  with  additions, 
that  is  to  say,  with  the  passages  that  Matthew  and  Luke 
agree  in  adding  to  Mark.  To  transcribe  these  would  be  to 
transcribe  the  greater  part  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  and 
other  long  discourses  of  our  Lord  that  find  a  place  in 
(318  (ii))  the  Double  Tradition  of  Matthew  and  Luke.  All 
this  Mark  omits,  confining  himself  to  Christ's  acts  and 
shorter  sayings — commonly  called  the  Triple  Tradition,  as 
being  the  subject-matter  of  the  three  Synoptists — with 
which  alone  we  have  to  do  in  the  present  treatise. 

[888]  Occasionally  there  may  be  doubt  whether  an 
expression  should  be  treated  as  a  correction  of  the  Triple 
Tradition,  or  an  addition  belonging  to  the  Double  Tradition. 
For  example,  after  the  words  "He  shall  baptize  you  with  the 
Holy  Spirit,"  Matthew  and  Luke  add  "  and  with  fire."  Now 
it  might  appear  probable,  upon  investigation  (340^),  that 
Mark  has  paraphrased  a  Hebrew  original  that  might  seem 
to  the  Corrector   to  imply  "  fire "  ;   and  in   that  case  "  the 
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Spirit  and  fire "  would  be  a  correction  of  Mark's  "  Spirit." 
On  the  other  hand,  Matthew  and  Luke  continue  as  follows 
— agreeing  almost  verbatim — in  a  passage  omitted  by 
Mark  :  "  .  .  .  with  fire.  Whose  fan  is  in  his  hand  .  .  . 
thoroughly  purge  his  threshing-floor  .  .  .,  but  the  chaff  he 
shall  bum  with  fi,re  unqttenchable."  The  words  "  Whose  .  .  . 
unquenchable,"  in  accordance  with  what  was  stated  above 
(818  (ii)),  must  be  discussed  as  belonging,  not  to  the  Triple, 
but  to  the  Double  Tradition.  And  it  may  be  contended 
with  some  shew  of  reason  that  the  words  "  with  fire  "  are  not 
exactly  a  correction  of  the  Triple  Tradition,  but  part  of  a 
preface  to  a  passage  in  the  Double.  In  this  and  other 
doubtful  cases,  the  instance  will  generally  be  found  included 
in  the  following  list. 

§  2.  {Mk.)  "  tlie  country  of  Judaea"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  the  country 
round  about  Jordan  " 

Mk.  i.  s  (lit.).*  Mt.  iii.  5  (lit.).  Lk.  iii.  3. 

[334]  "And  there  "Then  there  was  "And    he     came 

was  going  out   unto  going  out  unto  him  to  all  the  surround- 

him  all  the  Judaean  Jerusalem  and  all  the  ing-  country    of  Jor- 

country  and  the  Jeru-  [land  of]  Judaea  and  dan.  .  .  ." 

salemites       all      [of  all   the  surrounding- 

them].  .  .  ."  country  of  Jordan!* 

"  The  Judaean  country  "  was  intended  to  have  the  same 
meaning  as  a  similar  phrase  in  John  where  it  is  said  that 
Jesus,  after  the  interview  with  Nicodemus  in  Jerusalem, 
"  came  into  the  Judaean  land"  i.e.  out  of  the  capital  into  the 
surrounding-country!^ 

'  [334a]  In  this  and  many  other  instances  where  the  object  is  to  indicate  the 
verbal  agreement  or  disagreement  between  parallel  passages,  English  idiom  has 
been  entirely  sacrificed  to  this  object.  The  rendering,  alwve  and  elsewhere,  is 
intended, 'not  as  a  translation,  but  as  a  representation  of  certain  points  of  the 
Greek,  in  English  words,  adapted  for  those  who  do  not  know  Greek. 

"^  [334^]  Jn.  iii.  22  R.V.  "into  the  land  (y^i/)  of  Judaea  "  might  mislead  some 
to  suppose  that  "the  land  of"  was  simply  an  orientalism,  as  in  Mt.  ii.  20,  etc. 
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[886]  The  Corrector  felt '  that  as  "  the  surrounding- 
country  "  was  meant,  that  word  should  be  substituted  ;  and 
Matthew  and  Luke  followed  him.  But  unfortunately  this 
Greek  term  is  repeatedly  applied  in  the  beginning  of  the 
Pentateuch  to  the  "  surrounding  -  country,"  "  Circle,"  or 
**  Plain,"  of  the  Jordan,  sometimes  with,  but  sometimes  without, 
mention  of  "  the  Jordan."  '^  It  is  therefore  an  ambiguous 
term  :  Matthew  and  Luke,  in  adopting  it,  have  applied  it  to 
tfu  Jordan  instead  of  to  Jerusalem,  and  both  of  them  have 
added  "  of  Jordan  "  for  clearness.'  But  Matthew  has  conflated 
this  with    "the    Judaeafn),"    which    he    takes   as   the    noun 

*'  the  land  of  Israel  ";  and  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  many  English  readers  would 
understand  the  R.V.  here  (Mk.  i.  5)  "the  country  (xwp«)  of  Judaea"  to  mean  (as 
it  does)  ^^  tkt  country  "  as  distinct  from  **  the  city. " 

It  b  noteworthy  that  the  adjective  "  Judaean  "  applied  to  *'  land  "  or  '*  country  " 
occurs  only  in  these  two  passages  of  Mk.  and  Jn.,  and  that  Mk.  and  Jn.  (vii.  25) 
alone  use  the  word  translated,  above,  "  Jerusalemile."  The  use  of  the  fcni.  adj. 
"Judaean,"  without  a  noun,  to  mean  "Judaea,"  is  so  common  that  the  noun, 
"country,"  could  not  be  inserted  without  a  special  meaning,  as  here. 

\il)pa  is  used  for  "  the  country  round  Jerusalem,"  or  "  the  country  of  the  Jews," 
as  distitut  from  Jerusalem  itself,  in  Jn.  xi.  55,  Acts  x.  39,  and  also  in  a  LXX 
insertion  in  I  Esdr.  v.  45.  In  Err.  ii.  i,  "the  children  of //if  ^^n/iw^;  (nvicn)," 
LXX  has  oi  vioi  r^s  X^P"^^  parallel  to  l  Esdr.  v.  7  oi  iK  rrfi  'loi>SaLa%, 

'  "  Felt,"  i.e.  probably  felt.  Where  the  omission  of  the  word  cannot  mislead 
the  reader  —  as,  for  example,  in  describing  the  motives  of  the  hypothetical 
Corrector  (or,  Correctors),  and  the  reasons  for  the  adoptions  of  his  (or  their) 
corrections  by  Matthew  and  Luke — "probably"  may  sometimes  be  omitted,  for 
brevity. 

"  [335a]  Gen.  xiii.  10,  II,  R.V.,  "the  Plain  (133)  (marg.  Circle)  of  Jordan," 
riji'  Ttplxt^pof  ToO  'lopS.;  in  Gen.  xiii.  12,  "cities  of  the  Plain,"  the  word  is  used 
absolutely  to  mean  "the  Circle  [of  the  Jordan],"  and  so,  too,  in  Gen.  xix.  17,  28. 
(In  Gen.  xix.  25,  29,  it  is  called  ri  rtploiKOi.)  In  Deut  xxxiv.  3,  "the  Plain,"  i.e. 
Circle,  is  called  "  the  Plain  of  the  valley  of  Jericho,"  LXX  (om.  "valley")  Kal  ri. 
T*plxupa  'Itptix^^-  On  one  occasion,  the  Jordanic  term  ("133)  is  applied  to  Jeru- 
salem, Neh.  xii.  28  (R.V.)  "the  plain  (marg.  Circuit)  round  about  Jerusalem," 
■njt  wtpiXiitpov  KVK\60t»  tit  'lepoixraXi^fi. 

The  same  Greek  word,  irfpi'x«/>or,  is  used  in  Neh.  iii.  9,  12  (R.V.)  "half />4r 
district  of  Jerusalem "  (but  others  render  "  environs ") ;  the  Hebrew  for  this 
is  ^VB  (comp.  Neh.  iii.  14,  16,  etc.).  Comp.  pseudo- Peter  §  9  1i\9a>  6x\oi  dw6 
'IrpouaaX^/u  Kai  t%  xtpix^pov. 

*  The  words  "  of  Jordan  "  may  have  been  added  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  independently, 
ai  being  implied  in  the  term  "surrounding  country";  or  they  may  have  been 
added  before,  in  the  editions  of  Mk.  severally  used  by  them. 
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"  Judaea."  Luke  accepts  "  the  surrounding  -  country  of 
Jordan"  as  a  substitute  for  Mark's  "Judaean  country  .  .  . 
Jerusalemites."  But  he  perceived  that,  if  the  Baptist  baptized 
in  Jordan,  it  was  a  very  small  matter  to  say  that  the  people 
near  Jordan  came  to  him.  Now  there  is  very  little  difference 
in  Hebrew  between  saying  that  a  man  comes  to  a  city  and 
the  city  comes  to  a  man  :  so,  taking  the  latter  view,  Luke 
says  that  the  Baptist  "  came  to  all  the  surrounding-country 
of  the  Jordan."  ^ 

§  3.   {Mk}j  "  With  the  Holy  Spirit"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  in  {or,  with) 
the  Holy  Spirit  and  with  fire  " 

The  Synoptists  give  the  last  words  of  John  the  Baptist 
as  follows  : — 

Mk.  i.  8.  Mt.  iii.  11,  12.  Lk.  iii,  16,  17. 

"...  but  he  shall  "...  he  shall  "...  he  shall 
baptize  you  with  the  baptize  you  in  (or,  baptize  you  in  (or, 
Holy  Spirit."  with)  the  Holy  Spirit  with)  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  with  fire.  Whose  and  with  fire.  Whose 
fan  is  in  his  hand .  .  .  fan  is  in  his  hand 
with  fire  unquench-  .  .  .  7vith  fire  un- 
able." quenc/uible.'" 

[336]  These  passages  suggest  questions  of  the  greatest 
importance :  {a)  Did  Mark  omit  the  words  "  with  fire " 
because  he  considered  them  almost  unintelligible  without 
giving  a  fuller  account  of  the  Baptist's  preaching  than  suited 
a  Gospel  that  confined  itself  mainly  to  the  acts  and  shorter 
sayings  of  the   Lord  ?    {b)  Did  some  later  edition  of  Mark, 

1  [335i^]  The  preposition  "to"  is  frequently  omitted  in  Hebrew  before  names 
of  places  after  verbs  of  motion.  And  subject  and  object  are  frequently  reversible, 
e.g.  2  Chr.  xxxiv.  10  "The  workmen  gave  it "  (marg.  "they  gave  it  to  the  work- 
men"); Dan.  xi.  2  "He  shall  stir  up  all"  (marg.  "all  this  shall  stir  up"); 
Dan.  xi.  5  "The  king  shall  be  strong,"  LXX  "he  shall  be  strong,  i.e.  have 
power,  over  the  kingdom,"  Amos  ix,  12  "may  possess  the  remnant,"  LXX  "the 
remnant  may  seek." 
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copied  by  Matthew  and  Luke  indejiendently,  insert  the  words 
*'  with  fire  "  because  they  seemed  to  be  predicted  by  passages 
in  the  prophets  and  to  harmonize  with  the  account,  given  in 
the  Acts,  of  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  "  as  tongues  of  fire  "? 
(c)  Did  some  controversial  motive,  e.g.  the  desire  to  discourage 
novel  and  heretical  forms  of  baptism,^  induce  Mark  to  omit 
the  words?  If  question  (c)  were  answered  affirmatively,  the 
authority  of  Mark  would  be  shaken,  because  he  would  be 
shewn  to  have  altered  the  original,  not  through  an  error  of 
misunderstanding,  but  to  remove  a  "  scandal  ";  and,  though 
in  a  less  degree,  the  same  consequence  would  follow  from  an 
affirmative  to  (a).  An  affirmative  to  (d)  would  impair  the 
authority  of  Matthew  and  Luke. 

[387]  But  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  words  "  with  fire  " 
may  have  been  added  by  a  verbal  corruption,  then,  although 
the  authority  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  as  against  Mark,  will 
be  somewhat  impugned,  the  consequences  will  be  less  serious. 
A  scribal  error  in  a  chronicler  can  very  often  be  detected  by 
scientific  classification  and  comparison  of  texts.  It  is  far 
more  difficult  to  detect  a  writer  who  alters  the  text  because 
he  aims  at  seemliness,  edification,  clearness,  etc.  Does  the 
context,  then,  indicate  any  possibilities  of  corruption  ? 

[338]  In  attempting  to  answer  this  question,  we  naturally 
compare  Luke's  words  here  with  an  apparent  reproduction 
of  them  in  Acts  i.  5,  "John  indeed  baptized  with  water: 
but  ye  shall  be  baptized  in  (or,  with)  the  Holy  Spirit." 
There,  the  words  are  represented  as  being  uttered  by  Jesus, 
and  they  are  repeated  by  Peter  verbatim  in  Acts  xi.  16  as 
uttered  by  the  Lord.  Here,  then,  we  have  Luke  as  a 
historian^  and  Luke  as  a  recorder  of  the  words  of  Peters  twice 
omitting  "  with  fire"  when  the  saying  of  the  Baptist  is 
apparently  quoted  by  Jesus.  Now  we  can  hardly  suppose 
that  Luke  desires  to  suggest  that  the  Baptist  made  a  pre- 
diction  about    Jesus   which    Jesus    Himself   discarded.      It 

^  Iren.  i.  21. 
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seems  more  probable — and  the  probability  is  confirmed  by 
John  ^ — that  Luke  inserted  these  words  here  owing  to  some 
corruption  special  to  this  passage,  and  that  in  other  passages 
quoting  the  Baptist's  words,  the  corruption  being  absent,  the 
insertion  was  absent  too. 

[339]  The  peculiarity  that  distinguishes  the  context  of 
Matthew  and  Luke  from  that  of  Mark  (and  from  the  two 
quotations  in  the  Acts)  is  that  the  first  two  append  a  tradi- 
tion that  begins  with  the  word  "  whose."  But  the  first  two 
letters  of  the  Hebrew  "  whose  "  mean  "  fire  "  :  and  the  two 
words  are  actually  confused  not  only  by  the  Septuagint  but 
by  other  "  ancient  authorities  " — so  says  the  margin  of  our 
Revised  Version — in  Numb.  xxi.  30  "which  [reacheth]  unto 
Medeba,"  where  the  Septuagint  has  "fire  unto  Moab."  ^ 

[340]  Now  the  casual  repetition  of  a  syllable,  or  casual 
omission  of  one  of  two  consecutive  identical  syllables,  is 
a  frequent  cause  of  documentary  corruption.  This  Synoptic 
difference,  then,  might  result  from  a  merely  scribal  error. 
On  the  one  hand,  Mark — who  excludes  the  longer  sayings 
of  Jesus  and  might  a  fortiori  exclude  the  longer  sayings  of 
John  the  Baptist — might  (if  he  had  this  utterance  of  the 
Baptist  before  him)  stop  short  too  soon  by  two  or  three 
letters  and  so  omit  "  fire."  On  the  other,  Matthew  and  Luke 
might  follow  a  tradition  that  reduplicated  the  first  syllable  of 
"  whose  "  so  as  to  produce  the  word  "  fire  "  before  it.^ 

^  Jn.  i.  33  "The  same  is  he  that  baptizeth  in  (or,  with)  the  Holy  Spirit." 
2  "Which,"  or  "  whose  "  = -.itk  :   "fire"  =  B'K.      See   Dr.   Ginsburg's   Intro- 
duction, pp.  326-7,  as  to  the  curious  comments  on  this  passage.     Perhaps  the 
LXX  is  right. 

'  [340a]  It  is  probable  (160)  that  the  original  Hebrew  Gospel  of  Mark, 
though  not  quoting  the  prophets,  was  based  upon  prophecy,  and  contained  allu- 
sions— some  of  which  are  obscured  or  lost  in  the  Greek — to  prophetic  expressions. 
The  mention  of  the  "  (winnowing)-fan  "  here  (Mt.  iii.  12,  Lk.  iii.  17)  suggests  that 
the  Baptist  may  have  borrowed  the  word  from  the  only  passage  (Is.  xxx.  24) 
where  it  (nm)  is  found  in  the  Old  Testament,  where  Isaiah  goes  on  to  describe  the 
purification  of  the  nations  by  God,  whose  "tongue  is  as  a  devouring  fire  and  his 
breath"  [or,  "spirit,"  for  the  Hebrew  (nn)  is  the  same]  "is  as  an  overflowing 
stream."     If  the  original  Hebrew  Gospel  had,  "  He  shall  baptize" you,  or,  purify 
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Ti)  discuss  which  of  these  two  possibilities  is  the  more 
probable  would  be  out  of  place  here.  But  two  points  may 
be  noticed  : 

[341]  The  Double  Tradition  represents  the  Baptist  as 
subsequently  sending  two  of  his  disciples  to  Jesus  to  say, 
"Art  thou  he  that  is  to  come?"  And  in  His  answer  Jesus 
apparently  implies  that  John  was  not  "  in  the  kingdom  of 
God,"  in  other  words,  that  John  desired  a  recourse  to  arms, 
the  kingdom  of  "  this  world."  If  this  was  so,  the  Baptist 
may  have  contemplated  in  his  prediction  something  entirely 
different  from  the  event  that  fulfilled  it.  The  "  Spirit "  of 
which  John  spoke  is  assumed  without  discussion  by  most 
modern  Christians  to  be  the  gentle  dove-like  Spirit  of 
Christ,  and  the  "  fire "  to  be  an  influence  of  beneficent 
purification.  But  both  the  language  of  Isaiah  above- 
mentioned,  and  the  words  of  the  Double  Tradition  here, 
would  rather  suggest  an  influence  that,  although  ultimately 
purifying,  is  of  an  immediately  destructive  and  retributive 
character,  such  as  Origen  speaks  of  when  commenting 
upon  the  "axe"  and  the  "fire"  here  mentioned:  "Who- 
ever has  allowed  wickedness  to  establish  itself  so  deeply 
in  his  soul  as  to  be  a  ground  full  of  thorns,  he  must 
be  cut  down  by  the  quick  and  powerful  word  of  God.  .  .  . 
To  such  a  soul  that  fire  must  be  sent  which  finds  out  thorns 
and  by  its  divine  virtue  stands  where  they  are  and  does  not 
also  burn  up  the  threshing-floor  or  the  standing  corn"  and  he 
goes  on  to  speak  of  "  afflictions  and  evil  spirits  and  dangerous 
diseases  and  grievous  sicknesses,"  as  being  made  instruments 
by  which  God  chastens  men  for  their  good. 

It  is  at  least  certain  that  the  words  of  the  Baptist  are 
capable  of  meaning,  "  I  indeed  baptize  you  with  the  milder 

you,  with  the  winnowing-fan,"  it  is  quite  in  accordance  with  Mark's  free  method 
of  paraphrase  that  he  should  express  this  technical  and  metaphorical  word  by  its 
recognized  equivalent  in  the  Christian  church,  viz.  "the  Spirit."  This  would  be 
all  the  more  natural  as  the  Hebrew  "  winnowing-fan"  is  derived  from  "breath," 
or  "  spirit,"  and  the  two  words  (nm  and  mi)  are  somewhat  similar. 
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purification  of  water  and  repentance  ;  but  if  ye  do  not  works 
worthy  of  repentance  there  cometh  One  mightier  than  I  who 
will  baptize  you  with  the  breath  of  God's  wrath  and  the  fire 
of  His  fury."  ^ 

[342]  The  next  point  is,  that  we  cannot  be  certain 
that  the  words  following  "  Spirit "  down  to  "  unquenchable 
fire "  were  originally  intended  to  be  regarded  as  an  utter- 
ance of  the  Baptist's.  There  are  passages  in  John  where 
the  Evangelist  inserts,  in  his  own  person,  comment  hardly 
to  be  distinguished  from  the  words  of  the  Baptist,  or  of 
Jesus  :  and  the  Revised  version  now  prints  as  a  comment  of 
Mark  what  the  Authorised  printed  as  words  of  Jesus.'^  The 
addition  may  very  well  have  been  a  part  of  the  Preaching 
of  Peter — who  is  said  to  have  been  once  a  disciple  of  the 
Baptist — commenting  on  a  passage  in  the  earliest  Gospel. 

§  4.  {Mk)  "rent;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''opened" 

Mk.  i,  10  (lit.).  Mt.  iii.  16.  l.k.  ill.  21,  22. 

"  He  beheld  the  "  And  behold  the  '*  It  came  to  pass 

heavens  in  the  act-of-  heavens  7vere  o/>gned!."  .  .  .  that  the  heaven 
being-rent."  was  opened." 

[343]  Probably  the  Hebrew  Gospel  contained  an  allusion 
to  Isaiah  "  O  that  thou  wouldst  rend  the  heavens."  This 
Mark  has  retained.  But  the  Septuagint  gives  "  open  "  in 
Isaiah.  And  an  "  open  door  " — sometimes  "  in  heaven  "  is 
added — was    an    early    Christian    phrase    to    describe    the 

^  It  may  seem  that  "  the  Holy  Spirit "  cannot  imply  "  wrath  "  and  "  fury  "  : 
but  that  would  not  be  the  view  of  a  Hebrew  or  Jewish  prophet — nor  indeed  of  a 
Christian  Evangelist,  though  we  should  avoid  such  a  word  as  "  fury  " — believing 
in  a  God  whose  eyes  are  "  too  pure  to  behold  iniquity,"  and  who  is  described  as 
"a  consuming  fire."  For  an  instance  of  Greek  paraphrase  applied  to  similar 
Hebrew  metaphor,  comp.  Is.  xxx.  27  "Aw  (God's)  tongue  is  as  a  devouring  fire," 
LXX  "  the  anger  of  his  wrath  shall  devour  as  fire." 

-  Jn.  iii.  16-21,  31-36;  Mk.  vii.  19  (A.V.)  '* .  .  .  'and  goeth  out  into  the 
draught,  purging  all  meats,'"  (R.V. )  "...  *  and  goeth  out  into  the  draught.' 
[This  he  said]  making  all  meats  clean." 
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[344] 


preparation  for  the  Gospel,  It  was,  therefore,  natural  for 
the  Corrector  to  change  "  rent "  into  "  opened,"  and  for 
John,  like  Matthew  and  Luke,  to  adopt  the  latter.^ 

§  5.  {Mk.)  ''casteth  out:'  {Mt.-Lk.)  '' led" 

Lk.  iv.  I. 


Mk.  i.  12  (lit.). 

"And  straightway 
the  Spirit  casteth 
him  out  into  the 
wilderness." 


Mt.  iv.  1. 

"Then  was  Jesus 
led  up  into  the  wilder- 
ness by  the  Spirit." 


''But  Jesus,  (flj) 
full  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  turned  back 
. . .  {a^  and  was  being 
led  in  (or,  by)  the 
Spirit  in  the  wilder- 
ness." 


[344]  The  Hebrew  original  was  "  cause-to-go-forth," 
rendered  (LXX)  five  times  by  "  cast  out,"  once  by  "  lead  to," 
and  more  than  a  hundred  and  fifty  times  by  "  lead  forth."  ^ 
It  is  characteristic  of  Mark  that,  in  the  desire  to  express  the 
force  of  the  divine  impulse,  he  does  not  shrink  from  applying 
to  Jesus  here  the  word  habitually  employed  to  describe  the 
"  casting  out "  of  unclean  spirits.  The  wonder  is,  not  that 
the  Corrector  altered  it,  but  that  it  has  been  allowed  by  the 
scribes  to  survive  in  any  Gospel. 

Luke  appears  to  have  conflated  a  paraphrase  of  his  own 
and  the  alteration  of  the  Corrector. 

'  I  Cor.  xvi.  9,  2  Cor.  ii.  12,  Col.  iv.  3,  Rev.  iii.  8,  Rev,  iv.  i  "a  door 
opened  in  heaven,"  Jn.  i.  51  "the  heavens  opened."  The  word  (jnp)  in  Is. 
Ixiv.  I  is  there  rendered  dfo/fi/j,  which  doubtless  facilitated  the  adoption  of 
"  open  "  instead  of  '*  rend  "  by  Christian  Evangelists.  But  avol^  is  not  accurate  ; 
vnp  means  "tear,"  "cut  up,"  "rend,"  but  not  "open."  It  =  (rx^fai'  (Mark's 
word)  (i),  fitacrxT'c  (l)»  Stapp^fffUf  (44). 

'  See  Trommius'  Index,  ks'  (hiph. )  =  ^^/SdXXeij'  (5),  tUriyeiy  {i\  i^dyew  (frequ.). 
Comp.  Judg.  xiii.  25  "The  Spirit  of  the  Lord  began  to  mme  him  (loyfiV),"  which 
means,  literally,  "to  strike  like  a  bell,  or  an  anvil."  But  this  is  quite  lost  in  the 
(]reek,  awtK-woptitadtu  "  io  go  with  him"  (leg.  oil)  as  "pace,"  **io  ptue  with 
him  "), 
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§  6.  {Mk?)  ''wild  beasts"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "hungered" 

Mk.  i.  13.  Mt.  iv.  I,  2.  Lk.  iv.  2. 

"...     being  "...     to     be  "...     being 

tempted    by    Satan,  tempted  by  the  devil  tempted  by  the  devil 

and  he  was  with  the  ...  he  hungered^'  .  .  .  he  hungered." 
wild  beasts." 

[345]  "  Satan,"  the  Greek  transliteration  of  the  Hebrew 
word  signifying  "  adversary,"  is  preferred  in  St.  Paul's  earlier 
epistles,  "  devil "  in  the  later  ones.  The  Corrector  followed 
the  later  usage. 

[346]  "With  the  wild  beasts"  was  shewn  (192)  to 
indicate  a  Hebrew  original  in  which  "  wild  beasts  (d''*'2)  "  was 
likely  to  be  confused  with  "  fast  (dis)." 

§  7.  {Mk.)  "his  brother"  {Mt.)  "two  brothers"  [{Lk.) 
"  two  boats  "} 

Mk.  i.  16.  Mt.  iv.  18.  [Lk.  v.  2.'] 

{a)  "...  Simon  "... /z«/i?  brothers,  "...  two  boats." 

and      Andrew      the      Simon  who  is  called 
brother  of  Simon."  Peter,    and    Andrew 

his  brother." 

Compare : — 

Mk.  i.  19.                        Mt.  iv.  21.  [Lk,  v.  10.] 

{b)  "...  James          "...   two  other  "...  James  and 

the  [son]  of  Zebedee      brothers    James   the  John,  sons  of  Zebe- 

and  John  his  brother."      [son]  of  Zebedee  and  dee,  who  were /a r/- 

John  his  brother."  ners  with  Simon." 

[347]  D  and  SS  have  preserved  the  key  to  these 
confusions.     They  read,  in  Mk.  i.  16,  "Simon  and   Andrew 

^  Lk.  is  bracketed,  because  some  take  the  narrative  as  referring  to  a  different 
event  from  that  recorded  by  Mk.-Mt.  But  there  are  sufficient  grounds  for 
believing  that  at  all  events  these  parts  of  the  narrative  may  be  parallel. 
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his  brother^  Now  the  Hebrew  consonants  meaning  "his 
brother  "  mean  also,  and  not  less  frequently,  "  his  brothers." 
Hut  "  his  brothers,"  in  the  sentence,  "  He  {i.e.  Jesus)  saw 
Simon  and  Andrew  his  brothers"  '  would  mean  "  the  brothers 
of  Jesus"  This  possibility  had  to  be  removed,  and  was 
removed,  in  three  different  ways,  as  follows  : 

(i)  Our  present  Mark,  in  {a),  followed  a  Hebrew 
.marginal  correction  which  substituted  Simon's  for  "his," 
but  was  content  to  leave  {b)  because  "  the  [son]  of  Zebedee  " 
here  prevented  any  ambiguity. 

The  Corrector  wrote  in  Mark's  margin,  in  Hebrew — 
both  in  {a)  and  in  {b) — "two  brothers,"  without  the  pro- 
nominal suffix  "  his." 

[348]  (ii)  Matthew  adopted  "two  brothers"  in  {a). 
But,  when  he  came  to  repeat  the  phrase  in  {b)y  he  naturally 
added  "  other,"  *  so  as  to  give  "  two  other  brothers."  Then 
he  conflated  this  with  the  parallel  Mark,  "his  brother," 
although  the  latter  was  now  superfluous. 

[349]  (iii)  Luke,  in  {a),  mistook  the  marginal  correction 
"  two  brothers "  for  "  two  vessels"  the  consonants  for 
"  brothers "  and  "  shipping,"  or  "  boat,"  being  somewhat 
similar.'  In  {b\  he  read  "  James  and  John  his  brothers"  i.e. 
Simon's  brothers,  since  Simon  had  been  last  mentioned. 
Then,  he  remembered  that  "  brother "  is  often  used  in 
Hebrew  to  mean  "  neighbour,"  "  companion,"  "  partner,"  and 
consequently  rendered  it  "  partners  with  Simon." 

^  "His  brother "=vnK= also  "his  brothers."  So  «nK  =  either  "my  brother" 
or  "  my  brothers."     Hence  I  S.  xx.  29  "  my  brother,"  LXX  "my  brothers." 

'  [348a]  After  saying  "he  met  two  brothers,"  a  writer  might  naturally  feel 
obliged  to  add  "more,"  or  "other,"  or  "again,"  in  repeating  the  phrase  about 
a  second  pair.  If  this  explanation  were  not  sufficient,  we  might  be  tempted  to 
suppose  that — the  Hebrew  "other"  (inn)  being  similar  to  "brother" — conflation 
had  taken  place.  "Other"  and  "after,"  in  Hebrew,  are  identical.  Comp. 
Judg.  V.  14  "after  thee  (rinn),"  LXX  (A)  "thy  brother"  (\cg.  ynn) :  conversely, 
in  I  S.  XXX.  23  "my  brethren  ('nM),"  LXX  "after"  (leg.  nnK). 

*  [349<2]  "  Brother  (nK) "  is  confused,  in  2  S.  xv.  34,  with  "  I  (•»),"  and  •»= 
"shipping."     "Ship"  =  .Tji«. 
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On  both  these  points  Luke  is  probably  in  error.^  But 
these,  and  other  errors  in  Luke's  narrative,  arise  not  from  a 
desire  to  exaggerate,  or  to  alter  on  account  of  prejudice,  but 
(at  all  events  in  part)  from  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
Hebrew  original. 

§  8.  Mkh  use  of  the  word  ^^ proclaim  " 

(i)  Mk.  i.  38  (lit).  Mt.  iv.  23.  Lk.  iv.  43. 

[350]  "that  I  may  "proclaiming    the  "  1  must  Mng-the- 

proclaim  also  there."      gospel  of  thekhigdom.^^     gospel-of  the  kingdom 

of  God." 

This  is  translated  above,  as  printed  in  Synopticon.  But 
more  probably  Matthew  should  be  left  blank  above,  and  Mt. 
iv.  23  should  be  differently  arranged,  as  follows: — 

(ii)  Mk.  i.  39  (lit.).  Mt.  iv.  23.  Lk.  iv.  44  (lit.). 

"  And    he    came          "...  teaching  in  "  And  he  was  pro- 
proclaiming  into  their     their  synagogues  and  claiming     into     the 
synagogues."                   proclaiming  the  gos-  synagogues." 
pel  of  the  kingdom." 

The  fact  is,  that  Matthew  and  Luke  do  not  agree  against 
Mark.  On  the  contrary,  Matthew  deviates  from  Mark,  and 
Luke  follows  Mark  in  using  "  proclaim  "  absolutely  (for  "  pro- 
claim the  Gospel ") — a  rare  construction  in  the  Gospels.^ 

§  9.  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  Sir,"  om.  by  Mk. 

Mk.  i.  40  (lit.).  Mt.  viii.  2.  Lk.  v.  1 2. 

"...   saying  to  "...  saying,  'Sir,  "...  saying,  'Sir, 

him    that,    '  If    thou      if  thou  wilt  .  .  .  '"        if  thou  wilt  .  .  .  ' " 
wilt  .  .  .  '" 

^  The  word  "  shipping  "  could  perliaps  hardly  be  used  here  to  mean  "  vessels  "  ; 
and  "brother"  could  not  mean  "companion,"  in  narrative,  except  in  a  few 
special  phrases,  such  as,  "they  said,  each  man  to  /its  brother,"  m&Sinmg,  "they 
said  to  one  another. " 

2  It  is  confined  to  Mk.  i.  39  (Lk.  iv.  44),  iii.  14,  and  Mt.  xi.  i  "to  teach  ami 
proclaim  in  their  cities." 
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[351]  The  Hebraic  "that,"  used  before  speech,  might 
be  omitted  by  the  Corrector  because  it  is  superfluous. 
"  Sir  "  might  be  inserted  for  seemliness.  But  more  probably 
"  to  him  that "  resembled  "  Sir,"  in  Hebrew,  sufficiently  to 
justify  the  correction.^ 

§   10.  {Mk.) 'Uometh"  etc.,  {Mt.-Lk.) '' behold" 

Mk.  i.  40.  Mt  viii  2.  Lk.  v.  12. 

[852]   (i)   "And 


"And     behold    a 
there    cometh    unto     leper  approaching." 
him  a  leper." 

Compare : — 

Mk.  ii.  3.  Mt.  ix.  2. 

(ii)    "  And      they  "  And  behold  they 

come   bringing  unto     brought-to  him  .  .  ." 
him  .  .  ." 


"And  behold  a 
man  full  of  leprosy, 
and,  seeing  Jesus  . . ." 


Lk.  V.  18. 

"  And  behold  men 
bringing  ..." 


Mk.  V.  22.  Mt.  ix.  18.  Lk.  viii.  41. 

(iii)    "And   there  "...  behold  .  .  .  "  and /5M<?A/ there 

cometh  .  .  .  and  see-  having        come  -  to-  came  a  man." 

ing  him  .  .  ."  [him]." 

Mk.  ix.  4.  Mt.  xvii.  3.  Lk.  ix.  30. 

(iv)    "And    there  '' And  behold  ihtxt  "and  behold  two 

api^eared     to     them  appeared     to     them  men  .  .  .  who   were 

Elias  with  Moses."  Moses  and  Elias."  Moses  and  Elias." 


[351a]  "Tohiin"  =  iS:  "that  "  =  '3:  S  is  frequently  interchanged  with  n,  as 
in  2  S.  ix.  4  "Ammiel,"  'kiM^p  (A,  kfurik),  Neh.  xi.  31  "Bethel,"  k>^«  Btj^i;^, 
Trov.  xxxi.  1  ••Lemuel,"  (Theod.)  'Pf/SoiAj^X  :  comp.  Ezek.  xxvii.  16  Heb.  mcKi, 
\a.tul»e.  Authorities  are  not  agreed  as  to  the  origin  of  ••Beliar"  as  a  form  of 
••  lielial  "  (see  Black's  Etuy.  '•  Belial "). 

[351^]  Moreover,  3  is  frequently  interchanged  with  a,  so  that  '3  iS  could 
become  first  'an  and  then  OT  i.e.  "Rabbi."  And  in  Mk.  (x.  51)  "  Rabbouni " 
it  parallel  to  Mt.-Lk.  "Sir"  (xi^pte). 
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Mk.  xiv.  43.  Mt.  xxvi.  47.  Lk.  xxii.  47. 

(v)  "And  straight-  "  And  .  .  .  behold  "  behold  .  .  .  and 

way  .  .  .  there  com-     there  came."  he  went  before  them." 

eth  up." 

[352]  "  Behold "  was  probably  in  the  Hebrew  original, 
but  Mark  never  uses  this  exclamation  in  narrative.  Wherever 
"  behold  "  occurs  in  a  parallel  passage  of  one,  or  both,  of  the 
Synoptists,  introducing  an  arrival — d&  in  the  first  three 
instances  above — Mark  will  be  found  to  use  either  {a)  "comes," 
or — if  "  comes  "  is  in  the  original  already — (^)  "  straightway." 
In  the  Transfiguration — instance  (iv)  above — where  there  is 
no  suggestion  of  arrival,  and  where  "  beholding  "  may  be  said 
to  be  implied  in  "  appeared  " — Mark  omits  "  behold  "  and 
substitutes  nothing  for  it.^ 

Matthew  and  Luke  agree  in  adopting  corrections  that 
assimilate  the  Greek  Gospel  in  this  respect  to  the  Hebrew. 

[353]  In  the  instance  marked  (v)  above,  Mark  has 
rendered  "  behold  "  by  "  straightway."  This  rendering  occurs 
thrice  in  Genesis,  and  appears  to  have  been  a  kind  of  ex- 
periment in  free  translation,  which  the  Septuagint  did  not 
continue.  This  form  of  "  straightway  "  occurs  only  four  times 
in  the  whole  of  the  Septuagint.     Mark  repeatedly  employs  it.*^ 

§    1 1.  {Mk:)  ''by  four':  {Mt.-Lk.)  "ma  bed" 

Mk.  ii.  3.  Mt.  ix.  2.  Lk.  v.  18. 

"...  a  paralytic  "...  a  paralytic  "  .  .  .  on  a  bed  a 

carried  by  four."  prostrate  on  a  bed^         man  that  was  para- 

lysed." 

^  [352«]  Note  that  in  (i)  and  (iii),  Luke  and  Mark  severally  add  clauses 
about  "seeing."  These  may  be  conflations  arising  from  Greek  corruption.  A 
marginal  iSov  is  easily  confused  with  i8w  {i.e.  ISdv)  and  transferred  to  the  text. 

^  [353a]  Gen.  xv.  4,  xxiv.  45,  xxxviii.  29,  eveijs  =  nin.  The  only  other 
instance  is  Job  iii.  11,  where  there  is  no  Hebrew  equivalent.  Mark  has  much  in 
common  with  the  style  of  translation  adopted  in  Genesis.  For  another  possible 
instance  of  idiosyncracy  in  translation,  confined  to  a  single  book  of  the  LXX,  see 
313«. 
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[354]  See  Clue  (196-205),  where  it  was  shewn  that  a 
Hebrew  original  "at  a  trap-door-in-the-roof"  may  have  been 
mistaken  for  "  by  four,"  and  also  for  "  on  a  bed."  The 
latter  was  adopted  by  Matthew  and  Luke. 

§    I  2.  {Mk:)  "  before  them,"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  to  his  ftouse  " 


Mk.  ii.  12. 

"  He  went  out  be- 
fore [them]  all  .  .  ., 
they  were  amazed." 


Ml  be  7,  8. 

"  He  went  away 
to  his  house  .  .  .  they 
feared." 


(i)   "  before  them  " 


Lk,  V.  25,  26. 

"  .  .  .  before 
their  faces  ...  he 
went  away  to  his  house 
.  .  .  and  amazement 
seized  all  and  they 
were  filled  with  fear." 


[355]  The  original  may  have  been,  "He  went  out 
between  them  all,"  that  is  to  say,  between  the  crowded 
congregation,  which  made  way  so  as  to  allow  him  to  pass. 
The  word  meaning  "  between  "  is  easily  confused,  and  has 
actually  been  confused  in  the  Septuagint,  with  the  much 
more  common  word  "  house,"  as,  for  example,  in  Proverbs 
"  Among  the  righteous,"  LXX  "  the  houses  of  the  righteous."* 
Mark  gives  a  free  but  correct  translation,  taking  "  between  " 
to  mean  "  in  the  midst  of,"  "  in  the  full  view  of"  Matthew 
adopts  the  corrupt  reading  "  house."  Luke  conflates  "  house  " 
with  a  slightly  different  form  ("  before  their  faces  ")  of  Mark's 
"  before  them  all." 


(ii)  ^^  they  were  amazed" 

[356]  Mark  has  perhaps  paraphrased  the  original  Hebrew 
"  fear,"    thinking   that  "  amazement "  would    better    express 

'  [355a]  Prov.  xiv.  9  "among,  (pa)"  oit/a» :  .Sir.  xlii.  12  "in  the  house-ef 
(n'3)  (^i*  lUctf!)"  where  Editors  say  (p.  xxxi.)  "  perh.  'among'  contr.  for  wa : 
so  Ei.  xli.  9  {b)  and  perh.  Prov.  viii.  2,  Job  viii.  17."  In  these  three  passages 
LXX  has  hf  lUvif,  or  d«>d  lUoon. 
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the  feeling  consequent  on  a   beneficent  act.      Matthew  has 

restored  "fear."     Luke  has  conflated  "fear"  and  "amazement." 

In  Mark  iv.  41"  they  feared  a  great  fear,"  Matthew  has 

"wondered,"  while  Luke  conflates  "fear"  and  "wonder  "  (1 38). 

§    13.    The  Exclaviatory  Interrogative 

Mk.  ii.  16.  Mt.  ix.  11.  Lk.  v.  30. 

"that  he   eateth  "  Why        eateth  ♦'  Why     eat     ye 

your  teacher  .  .  .?"        .  .  .?" 

[357]  When  a  question  is  not  asked  for  information 
but  is  of  the  nature  of  an  exclamation,  the  Septuagint 
often  expresses  the  Hebrew  interrogative  particle  by  "  that " 
(perhaps  sometimes  meaning  "  how  is  it  that ").  In  such 
cases,  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  which  is  inferior  in  antiquity 
to  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  very  frequently  corrects  the  text 
so  as  to  conform  it  more  exactly  to  the  Hebrew.  This 
phenomenon  of  the  Old  Testament  reproduces  itself  here  in 
the  New.  Mark  has  rendered  the  Hebrew  interrogative  in 
the  old  inaccurate  fashion,  whereas  Matthew  and  Luke  have 
adopted  a  later  but  more  accurate  translation.  In  two  other 
passages  (where  Luke  has  no  parallel)  Mark  expresses  a 
question  by  "  that,"  and  the  parallel  Matthew  has  "  why  ?  "  ^ 

§    14.  {Mk^  ''seweth  on;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  putteih  on  " 

Mk.  ii.  21.  Mt.  ix.  16.  Lk.  v.  36. 

" no    man   ...  "no  man putteth-  " no  man  putteth- 

seweth-on."  071 P  on." 

'  [357a]  Mk.  (a)  ix.  11,  i,b)  ix.  28  «rt,  Mt.  (a)  tI,  {/>)  «i4  ri  Comp.  2  S.  xii.  9 
"  Wherefore?  (yno) "  Sri  (A  rl),  Job  xxvii.  12  "Why  then?  (m  noS) "  (where  A 
has  Sia  rl,  but  the  older  MSS.  read  6ti  and  connect  it  with  what  precedes) : 
Ex.  iii.  3  "  why  (ynn),"  Sn  (A.  F.  rl  5ti)  :  Judg.  ii.  2  "  But  ye  have  not  hearkehed 
unto  my  voice  :  wAy  (no)  have  ye  done  this?"  LXX  "ye  have  not  hearkened 
because  (5rt)  (but  A  "■■when,"  ire)  ye  did  this"  :  Judg.  iv.  14  "Is  not  (nSn)  the 
Lord  gone  out  .  .  .  ? "  Srt  (but  A  oirx.  Hoi)  i^eKeifferai  .  .  .  There  are  many 
more  such  instances. 
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[358]  This  correction  probably  originated  in  Greek  cor- 
ruption. The  original  Hebrew  had  "  seweth."  But  the  Greek 
of  this  (pdiTTei)  is  convertible,  by  the  alteration  of  a  single 
letter,  into  "  throweth  {piirreC) " ;  and  the  two  Greek  words  are 
thus  confused  in  Job.*  Moreover,  Mark's  compound, "  seweth- 
on,"  is  not  found  in  the  whole  of  Greek  literature.  It  was 
therefore  probably  altered  to  "  throweth-on."  But  this,  since 
it  implied  violence,  was  not  .so  appropriate  as  "  putteth  on," 
which  was  therefore  generally  adopted  by  later  Evangelists. 


Mk.  ii.  22. 

[359]  "  Else,= 
the  wine  will  tear  the 
wine-skins,  and  the 
wine  is  destroyed 
and  the  wine -skins 
[too].  [[But  [people 
must  put]  new  wine 
into  new  wine- 
skins]]."" 


§  15."  The  wineskins  " 

Mt.  ix.  17. 

"Or-e/se,  the 
wine-skins  are  torn 
and  the  wine  is  spilt 
and  the  w^ine- skins 
destroyed.  But 
\people\  put  new  wine 
into  new  wine-skins." 


Lk.  V.  37,  38. 

"  Or-else^  the  new 
wine  will  tear  the 
wine-skins,  and  will 
itself  be  spilt,  and  the 
wine-skins  will  be 
destroyed.  But  one- 
should-put  new  wine 
into  new  wine-skins." 


*  "Sew(^an)"  occurs  (4)  in  O.T.  =(3)  ^jttw,  (i)  cwpLxrui.  In  Job  xvi.  15 
(LXX  16)  "  I  have  sewed''''  (nsn)  Ipayl/av,  there  are  v.r.  eppa^av,  fpixj/av,  eppi\pa,v. 
In  the  present  passage,  D  reads  tTriawpatmi.  This  was  caused  by  some  scribe 
who — aware  that  ffvv-  was  allowable  and  «irt-  was  not — wrote  aw  in  the  margin, 
which  D  conflated. 

"  Putteth-on  (^irt/SdXXet)  "  might  mean  "  throweth,  or,  casteth  on,"  so  that  it  is 
closely  synonymous  with  iiripplirrti  "  throweth  on." 

If  the  above  explanation  is  correct,  iiripdimi.  was  altered  to  iTipliTTti  which  was 
replaced  by  the  synonymous  itriftdWei  :  and  the  intermediate  phase  of  tradition, 
iirtpirT€i,  is  no  longer  extant. 

'  [359a]  "  Else."  Mk.  d  5i  /it},  Mt.-Lk.  «'  Si  fir/  ye,  see  below  on  Mk.  ii.  26. 
Mk.  never  uses  ye.  It  occurs  only  thrice  in  the  whole  of  the  Pentateuch.  The 
omission  of  yt  leaves  the  reader  free  to  translate  thus  :  "  But,  if  the  wine  should 
not  tear."     The  insertion  therefore  conduces  to  clearness. 

'  These  words,  omitted  by  Tisch.  and  bracketed  by  W.  H.,  are  retained 
by  SS,  which  however  adds  "put."  The  sentence  may  have  been  omitted  by 
some  scribes  owing  to  its  ungrammatical  structure.  If  it  was  an  interpolation,  why 
did  the  interpolator  omit  "  put "  ? 
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[360]  In  this  case,  Greek  corruption  will  best  explain  the 
divergences  from  Mark.  The  original  Greek  was  probably, 
"  Else,  the  wine  will  tear  the  wine-skins  and  («at)  is  destroyed 
(uTToWvTai)  also  (or,  and)  (/cat)  itself  (avT6<;)"  But  "  is 
destroyed  "  and  "  are  destroyed  "  in  Greek  MSS.  are  often 
distinguished  by  nothing  but  a  horizontal  line  of  abbreviation 
over  one  letter  (aTroWvrai  and  aTroWvrat)}  Again,  the 
Greek  "  also  "  may  mean  "  and  also  "  ;  and  the  Greek  "  itself  " 
by  the  change  of  a  letter  may  mean  "  they."  Hence  arose 
the  following  variations. 

(i)  Mark  took  the  words  as  meaning  "  and  it  is  destroyed 
and  also  they  [arc  destroyed],"  and  inserted  or  substituted 
nouns  for  pronouns  to  make  this  clear :  "  and  the  ivine  is 
destroyed  and  also  the  wine-skins." 

(2)  Matthew  and  Luke  followed  the  interpretation  "  are 
destroyed."  This  left  the  sentence  incomplete,  thus  :  "  Else 
the  wine  will  tear  the  wine -skins  and  they  are  destroyed, 
and  itself  ..."  To  make  this  clear,  "  the  wine  is  spilt,"  or  "  the 
wine  itself  will  be  spilt,"  was  inserted  in  the  margin,  and 
afterwards  transferred  to  the  text. 

If  the  words  enclosed  in  double  brackets  in  Mark  are 
genuine,  it  is  easy  to  see  why  Evangelists  added  a  missing 
verb,  variously  supplied  by  Matthew  ("  put ")  and  Luke 
(«  should-put "). 

§  I  5  (a).  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  eating,"  Mk.  omits 

Mk.  ii.  23.  Mt  xii.  i.  Lk.  vi.  i. 

[360]  (i)  "  .   .   .  "...  buthisdis-  "...  andhisdis- 

and  his  disciples  be-      ciples    were    hungry      ciples  were  plucking 

gan  to  make  a  way,      and   began  to  pluck      the  ears  and  eating, 

plucking  the  ears."         ears  and  eat."  rubbing  [them]  with 

their  hands." 

1  [360a]  This  is  a  very  frequent  cause  of  Greek  corruption.  The  abbreviation 
is  confined,  in  the  oldest  uncial  MSS.,  to  letters  at,  or  near,  the  end  of  the  line. 
But  the  lines  are  so  short  that,  in  spite  of  this  limitation,  the  contraction  occurs, 
for  example,  in  k,  (Lk.  vii.  21)  twice  in  seven  words,  (Lk.  vii.  22)  thrice  in  eight, 
(Lk.  vii.  4)  twice  in  four. 
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Sec  Clue,  211-218,  where  the  passage  and  the  context 
are  discussed.  Matthew  and  Luke  omit  Mark's  difficult 
phrase  {i.e.  *'  making  a  way ")  :  and,  by  adding  that  the 
disciples  "ate,"  they  meet,  by  anticipation,  the  charge  of 
wanton  trespass  necessarily  implied  in  any  exact  interpreta- 
tion of  Mark's  words. 

§  r  6.  {Mk)  "  except:'  {Mi.-Lk.)  "  except  alone  " 

Mk.  ii.  26.  Mt  xiL  4.  Lk.  vi.  4. 

"...  except  (lit  "...  except  (lit.  "...   except  (lit 

if  not)  the  priests."        if  not)  to  the  priests     if     not)    alone    the 
aione."  priests." 

[361]  As  in  Mk.  ii.  22,  so  here,  the  Corrector  disliked 
the  use  of  "  if  not,"  to  mean  "  except,"  without  some  addition 
to  signify  that  "if"  is  not  used  as  a  conditional  conjunction. 
There,  he  added  a  Greek  particle  ("  at  least "),  here  he  adds 
"alone."  Similarly  in  the  parallel  to  Mk.  xiii.  32  "except 
the  Father,"  Mt  xxiv.  36  adds  "alone." 

§  17.  {Mk.)  ''plagues;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''diseases" 

Mk.  iii.  10.  Mt  iv.  24.  Lk.  vi.  17. 

"plagues      (lit.  "diseases."  *^  diseases." 

strokes)." 

[362]  The  difference  shews  Mark  adhering  to  the  custom 
of  the  Septuagint,  which  seldom  uses  the  regular  Greek  word 
for  "  disease."  Mark  thrice  uses  "  stroke  {jidari^)  "  and  only 
once  "disease  {voao^i)"  \  Matthew  "disease"  five  times, 
"  stroke  "  never  ;  Luke  "  disease  "  four  times,  "  stroke  "  once. 
In  classical  Greek,  Mark's  word  might  mean  "  a  plague " 
or  "  a  scourge."  It  would  naturally  be  corrected  by  later 
Evangelists.' 

'  [362<i]  Mark  may  have  had  in  view  the  Hebrew  of  Is.  liii.  4  R.  V.  "  carried 
our  sorrows  (u'3i«30),"  LXX  "sorroweth  for  us."  This  word  =  (i)  /«i<rr«{,  (2) 
ftaXaKla,   but  never  pbaoi.     The  root  is  said  to  mean  *' pierce"  (comp.  Ezek. 
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§  1 8.    The  naviing  of  the  Apostles 


Mt.  X.    2. 

"But  of  the  Twelve 
Apostles  the  names 
are  these,  first  Simon 
who  is  called  Peter 
and  Andrew  his  bro- 
ther and  James  the 
[son]  of  Zebedee  and 
John  his  brother, 
Philip  .  .  ." 


Lk.  vi.  13-14. 

"...  Twelve  whom 
also  he  named  Apos- 
tles, Simon  whom  also 
he  named  Peter  and 
Andrew  his  brother, 
and  James  and  John 
and  Philip  .  .  ." 


Mk.  iii.  14  foil. 

"and  he  appointed 
Twelve,  whom  also 
he  named  Apostles, 
. . .  and  he  appointed 
the  Twelve  and  set  a 
name  on  Simon 
[?  namely]  Peter,  and 
James  the  [son]  of 
Zebedee  and  John 
the  brother  of  James 
(and  he  set  names  on 
them  [namely]  Boan- 
erges, which  is  Sons 
of  Thunder)  and  An- 
drew and  Philip  .  .  ." 


[363]  Mark  shews  signs  of  confusion.  Possibly  he  had 
before  him  two  accounts,  one  {a)  of  the  "  appointing,"  the 
other  iU)  of  the  "  naming,"  of  the  Apostles  :  and  he  may 
have  combined  the  two  by  means  of  parentheses.  If  so,  the 
former  {a)  may  have  originally  had  "  Simon  and  Andrew  his 
brother,"  and  Mark  may  have  omitted  "  his  brother  "  when 
he  altered  the  order  hy  placing  first  tJiose  apostles  who  received 
new  names} 


xxviii.  24  '•'■  a  grieving  {ymrsd)  thorn"),  hence  "soreness,"  "pain"  :  comp.  2  Cor. 
xii.  7  '■'■thorn  in  the  flesh"  (marg.  "stake").  But  more  probably  the  original 
was  yjj  "stroke,"  d<^  (69),  pAanl  (3),  irXTryiJ  (2),  applied  to  the  Messiah  in 
Is.  liii.  4  "we 'did  esteem  him  stricken  of  God,"  (liii.  8)  "for  the  transgression 
of  my  people  was  he  stricken"  where  the  LXX  paraphrases,  or  errs. 

^  [363rt]  Near  this  point,  parallel  to  Mk.  iii.  19-21,  Mr.  Rushbrooke's 
Synopticon  places  the  cure  of  a  dumb  (Mt.  adds  "and  blind  ")  demoniac  (Mt.  xii. 
22,  23,  Lk.  xi.  14).  Another  cure  of  a  dumb  demoniac  (more  similar  to  that  in 
Lk.  xi.  14)  is  found  in  Mt.  ix.  32,  33.  In  neither  is  the  similarity  between 
Mt.  and  Lk.  very  close.     They  are  not  discussed  here  as  they  are  not  in  Mk. 

[3633]  There  follows  a  passage  about  "  .Satan  casting  out  Satan,"  which 
belongs,  at  least  in  part,  to  the  Double  Tradition.     Mk.  (iii,  21-26)  is  so  confused 
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§  19.   {Mk)  " parables r  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''thoughts"  or 
''purposes" 

Mk.  iii.  23.  Mt  xii.  25.  Lk.  xi.  17. 

"And  having  called  "But  knowing  their  "  Bui  he,  knowing 

them  unto  [himself]  inwar^i- thoughts     he  their  purposes,  said  to 

in  parables  he  began-  said  to  them."  them." 
to-say  to  them." 

[364]  These  words,  in  Matthew,  immediately  follow  the 
slander  of  the  Pharisees  that  Jesus  cast  out  devils  "  in 
Beelzebub  the  prince  of  the  devils." 

In  Mark,  they  follow  a  similar  slander  proceeding  from 
scribes.  But  Mark's  expression  "  And  having  called  them 
to  [himself],"  a  phrase  elsewhere  used  when  Jesus  calls  the 
disciples  or  the  people  round  Him,  is  quite  inappropriate  as 
introducing  a  rebuke  to  enemies.  Luke,  on  the  other  hand, 
interposes,  between  the  Beelzebub  -  slander  and  xi.  17, 
"  But  others,  tempting,  began-to-seek  from  him  a  sign  out 
of  heaven."  This  seems  to  explain  the  meaning  of  Luke's 
word  "  purposes."  He  is  not  referring  to  mere  "  inward- 
thoughts  "  of  hostility,  but  to  "  purposes,"  or  "  intrigues,"  on 
the  part  of  the  Pharisees,  to  discredit  Jesus  with  the  people, 
by  taking  advantage  of  a  refusal,  or  a  failure,  to  work  a  sign 
from  heaven. 

The  phenomena  indicate  two  opposite  interpretations  of 

that,  though  it  differs  greatly  from  Mt.  and  Lk.,  the  author  of  the  Arabic 
Diatessaron  does  not  attempt  (as  he  generally  does)  to  add  it  to  the  two  others. 
The  stejjs  of  investigation  cannot  be  given  here,  but  the  results  may  be  stated 
thus.  The  original  was  to  this  effect  :  "  If  Satan  stand  (Dip=stand  up)  against 
.Satan,  shall  he  l)e  able  (leg.  hy  "to  be  able")  to  stand  (Dip=stand  fast)?  He 
shall  not  be  able,  but  shall  come -to -an -end  (leg.  nhz,  which,  in  some  forms,  is 
identical  with  hy)."  Confusion  was  caused  by  (i)  the  use  of  "  stand  "  in  the  two 
senses  of  "  rebel  "  and  "  prosper  "  ;  (ii)  the  identity  of  the  words  signifying 
"able"  and  "comc-to-an-end  "  or  "  be-destroyed  "  ;  (iii)  the  similarity  of  the 
words  in  (ii)  to  the  word  "all  C^a)"  (which  is  inserted  in  Mt.-Lk.  but  not  in 
Mk.);  and  (iv)  the  identity  between  "if"  and  the  interrogative  C //  SaUn 
,  .  .  ,"  "  Can  Satan  .  .  .  ?"), 
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a  Hebrew  original  latent  under  Mark's  "  having  called  them 
unto  [himself]  "  and  "  parables." 

(i)  {Mk.)  "  having  called  them  unto  [himself]"  {Mt.-Lk.) 
"  knowing  " 

[365]  Since  Mark's  "  having  called  them  unto  [himself]  " 
is  probably  erroneous,  it  is  reasonable  to  prefer  hypothetically 
the  version  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  "  knowing,"  as  a  basis  for 
an  attempt  to  return  to  the  Hebrew.  The  usual  Hebrew 
word  for  "  know  "  could  hardly  give  rise  to  Mark's  diverg- 
ence, but  a  Hebrew  word  meaning  "  know,"  "  have  under- 
standing," etc.,  is  easily  confused  with  another  meaning 
*'  cause  to  come,"  which  might  be  freely  paraphrased  "  call  to 
oneself,"  and  the  two  are  once  actually  confused  by  the  LXX.^ 

Mark  may  have  been  led  into  this  error,  partly  by  the 
much  greater  frequency  of  the  word  "  come,"  but  partly  by 
the  Hebrew  idiom  "  know  in"  used  like  "  have  knowledge, 
or  understanding  in."  ^  The  preposition  "  in,"  being  connected 
by  him  with  the  following  word  rendered  by  him  "  parables," 
led  him  to  detach  the  word  now  under  consideration  from 
"  began  to  speak  in  parables,"  and  to  find  some  other 
meaning  for  it. 

(ii)  Parables 

[366]  If  the  Hebrew  original  of  "parables"  had  been  the 
usual  word,  Mashal,  so  familiar  a  term  could  hardly  have 
created  difficulty.  But  there  was  another  Hebrew  word 
meaning  "  dark  sayings,"  and  capable  of  meaning  "  intrigues," 
and  translated  by  Matthew  "secret  things"  when  he  quotes — 
as  a  prediction  of  Christ's  teaching  in  parables — "  I  will  open 

1  Comp.  Dan.  ix.  22  "and  he  instructed  me"  hiph.  of  pa,  LXX  irpoariK0€, 
leg.  K13. 

2  [365a]  Comp.  Ezr.  viii.  15  "I  viewed  ih&  ^to^\e" ;  lit.  "had-understand- 
ing  in  the  people,"  and  translated  thus  {awrjKa  iv)  by  the  LXX  ;  but  the  parall. 
I  Esd.  viii.  41  has  "I  reviewed  {KariiMdov)  them." 
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my  mouth  in  a  parable,  I  will  utter  dark-sayings  of  old." 
It  is  gencially  rendered  by  the  Septuagint  "  problem,"  but 
Mark,  in  his  free  paraphrastic  style,  might  naturally  render 
it  "  parable " :  and  Matthew,  since  he  rendered  it  "  secret 
things "  elsewhere,  might  very  well  render  it  "  inward 
thoughts"  here.^  In  Daniel  (viii.  23)  it  is  rendered  by  the 
Revised  Version  "  dark  sentences,"  but  the  Oxford  edition  of 
Gesenius  renders  it  "  double-dealing,"  which  is  very  similar 
to  Luke's  meaning  here.  On  the  whole,  it  is  probable  that 
Mark  is  wrong,  and  Matthew  and  Luke  right,  here  as  well 
as  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  No  doubt,  theoretically,  the 
original — differing  from  the  present  text  of  all  the  Gospels 
— might  have  been  "  While  teaching  them  in  dark  sayings." 
But,  if  this  was  the  original,  why  should  it  be  altered  ? 
Indeed,  there  would  be  a  strong  inducement  to  retain  it,  for 
it  might  be  regarded  as  a  fulfilment  of  the  words  of  the 
Psalmist,  "  I  will  utter  dark  sayings."  The  agreement  of 
Matthew  and  Luke  is  also  an  argument  for  the  correctness 
of  their  version — in  cases  where,  as  here,  no  "  scandal "  is 
removed  by  the  correction.^ 

§  20.    The  blasphemy  against  the  Holy  Spirit 

Mk.  iii.  28,  29.  Mt.  xii.  31,  32.  Lk.  xii.  10. 

(flj)    "all     things  (a^)    "every     sin  (a^    "and    every 

shall  be  forgiven  to  and  blasphemy  shall  one  that  shall  say  a 
the     sons     of     men      be  forgiven  to  men ;      word  against  (lit  to) 

'  [366«]  Ps.  Ixxviii.  2  "dark  sayings  (nn'n),"  irpo/SXi^AMiTo,  quoted  in  Mt.  xiii. 
35  KtKpviJitUva  :  Dan.  viii.  23  "  understanding  dark  sentences "  (Lexic.  Gesen. 
Oxf.,  "double-dealing").  In  LXX,  rrfn^atviyna  (4),  di-f/yvfjia  (-i^rn)  (2),  xpd- 
p\i}fia  (10). 

'  [366^]  Another  explanation  is,  that  Mk.  read  the  lamiliar  Sro  ("  parable") 
instead  of  Syo  ("  treachery  ").  The  letters  y  and  r  are  often  interchanged  in  LXX, 
as  may  be  seen  from  the  Oxford  Concordame  of  Names  ;  see  Za/Sadc^f,  SaSwic  (A), 
SatXd/i,  SaXoi/id^,  etc. ,  in  all  of  which  the  initial  letter  is  y,  read  by  the  LXX  as 
0.  For  an  instance  of  Sro  read  as  Spo,  see  2  K.  vi.  II  "of  us  (oSro),"  LXX 
"betrays  (Tpoafacwu-)." 
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—  their  sins  and 
their  blasphemies,  as 
many  blasphemies  as 
they  utter —  but  who- 
so shall  blaspheme 
against  (lit.  to)  the 
Holy  Spirit,  hath  not 
forgiveness  ..." 


but  the  blasphemy 
against  (lit.  of)  the 
Spirit  shall  not  be 
forgiven.  (02)  And 
whoso  shall  say  a 
word  against  the  Son 
of  man  it  shall  be 
forgiven  to  him ;  but 
whoso  shall  say  [a 
ivord]  against  the 
Holy  Spirit  it  shall 
not  be  forgiven  to 
him." 


the  Son  of  man,  it 
shall  be  forgiven 
him ;  but  to  him  that 
blasphemeth  against 
the  Holy  Spirit  it 
shall  not  be  for- 
given." 


[367]  Compare  a  passage  in  the  Teaching  of  the  Twelve 
Apostles,  warning  Christians  not  to  judge  a  prophet  speaking 
in  the  Spirit,  "  for  every  sin  shall  be  forgiven,  but  this  sin 
shall  not  be  forgiven."  ^ 

[368]  In  the  original  Hebrew  Gospel,  "  sons  of  man 
(Adam)  "  probably  occurred  in  all  cases  where  "  men  "  stands 
in  passages  of  warning  or  reproof,  such  as  that  in  Matthew, 
*'  Every  idle  word  that  men  shall  speak,"  where  the  modern 
Hebrew  of  Delitzsch  has  "  the  sons  of  man  (Adam)."  But 
when  "  son  of  man,"  in  Christian  documents,  came  to 
mean  exclusively  Jesus,  Evangelists  must  have  found  the 
term  "  sons  of  man "  incongruous  in  the  old  application. 
The  natural  course  was  to  substitute  the  idiomatic  Greek 
equivalent,  "men."  But  in  a  few  cases  the  old  phrase 
might  be  retained  with  the  singular  changed  to  the  plural, 
"sons  of  men."  The  survival  of  the  latter  here  alone  in 
Mark  is  a  proof  of  its  extreme  antiquity,  and  the  parallel 
passages  must  be  regarded  as  early  corrections  of  it. 

[369]  (i)  The  Teaching  of  the  Twelve  Apostles  took  the 
obvious  course  of  omitting  "  to   the  sons  of  man,"  and   of 

'  Didach.  xi.   7  irpo<t>ifn)v  XaXoDi/ra  iv  irvevfiaTi  oii  weipda-ere  oiSi  diaxpiveiTe' 
rao'a  yap  a/j-aprla  a<f>edT^aeTai,  avTTj  5i  t]  anaprla  oOk  d^e^^orrat.    * 
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condensing  "  all  things  .  .  .  their  sins  and  their  blasphemies  " 
into  "  every  sin."  ^ 

(ii)  The  Corrector  of  Mark  took  "  to  the  sons  of  man  " 
as  "  against  •  the  Son  of  man,"  so  that  the  meaning  became, 
'*  All  things  shall  be  forgiven — that  is  to  say,  against  the  Son 
of  man,  whether  sins  of  word  or  deed." 

(iii)  Matthew,  in  the  second  {a.^  of  his  versions,  and  Luke 
in  his  single  version,  adopted  the  Corrector's  view,  but  took 
"  things  "  as  meaning  "  words  " — a  constant  confusion  in 
Hebrew.  Hence  the  meaning  became  "All  words  shall  be 
forgiven  uttered  against  tlie  Son  of  man  "  ;  and,  as  the  mean- 
ing was  now  confined  to  "  words,"  they  dropped  the  addition 
("  sins  ami  blasphemies  ")  intended  to  include  deed  as  well 
as  word. 

(iv)  Matthew  conflated  with  this  a  version  of  Mark  (aj), 
substituting  "  men "  for  "  sons  of  men,"  and  making  the 
order  somewhat  more  regular. 

§  20  (a).  (Mk)  "  the  (men)  about  him  with  the  Twelve,'' 
{Mt.-Lk.)  ''the  disciples" 


Mk.  iv.  10. 

Mt.  xiii.  10. 

Lk.  viii.  9. 

"  And    when     he 

"  And         having 

"  But  there-began- 

was  alone    there-be- 

come    to     him     the 

to-question   him    his 

'  [369rt]  In  Hebrew  "thing"  and  "word"  are  identical.  Conip.  Dan.  ii. 
10,  LXX  rpayfia,  Theod.  ^fi<t;  Ezr.  x.  4  ^/ia=l  Esdr.  viii.  91  irpdyfM ; 
Ezr.  X.  16  ^/JM=i  Esdr.  ix.  16  xpayfia.  Hence  a  Hebrew  writer,  after  saying 
"Every  thing,"  might  feel  it  needful  to  add  "yes,  whether  deed  or  word,"  to 
fhrw  that  '*  thing"  was  not  intended  here  to  mean  ^^word"  alone.  Com  p.  2  Chr. 
xiii.  22  (lit.)  "the  rest  of  the  words  {•\y\)  of  A.,  and  [or,  both]  his  ways  (pn)  and 
his  wotxls  (nan),"  LXX  "  the  rest  of  the  words  (\67o<)  of  A.,  and  [or,  both]  his  atts 
(wpi^ti%)  and  his  words  (X47ot)." 

This  explains  Mark's  diffuse  language  "  all  things  .  .  .  their  sins  [i.e.  of  ar/] 
and  blasphemies  [i.e.  of  word]" — which  was  quite  needless  in  Greek,  and  was 
consequently  dropped  by  later  Evangelists. 

'  [369^]  For  the  interchange  of  "to"  and  "against,"  comp.  Mk.  vi.  it  ttt 
iMftritpiop  oiJTort  =  Lk.  ix.  5  e/i  ftapripiw  ix'  aiVoi/j.  EZ»  and  iwl  are  frequently 
interchanged  in  LXX,  and  Vie  and  Sp  in  Hebrew. 
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gan-to-ask   him    (ci)  disciples  said  to  him,      disciples    What    this 

those     [that     were]  Why     in      parables     parable  was  (et?;)." 

about  him  {a^  with  speakest  -  thou       to 

the  Twelve  the  [mean-  them  ?  " 
ing  of  the]  parables." 

[370]  Mark's  phrase  "  the  {men)  about"  meaning  "  the 
{men)  attending,  or,  accompanying  (a  person)"  is  a  sign  of 
free  Greek  translation  or  paraphrase.  In  the  LXX,  it  is 
extremely  rare,  and  never  used  except  in  a  paraphrase, 
interpolation,  or  conflation.^  Here,  as  in  t/ie  only  passage 
where  it  ocairs  in  the  historical  books  of  0. 7!,  it  is  probably 
part  of  a  conflation.  An  original  {a^  "those  who  [were] 
with-him  " — a  very  frequent  expression  in  Hebrew  to  mean 
"  his  followers  " — might  be  interpreted  in  two  quite  distinct 
senses,  either  as  the  smaller  circle  of  {a^  "  the  Twelve,"  or 
as  the  larger  circle  of  Christ's  "  disciples."  Mark  has  conflated 
(«i)  and  (rtj).     The  Corrector  adopted  "  disciples."  * 

'  [370a]  In  Heb.  LXX  it  occurs  six  times  with  a  person  (once  with  trw/ua),  of 
which  four  are  in  Ezek.  xxxviii.  6,  9  and  xxxix.  4,  to  represent  a  word  peculiar  to 
Ezekiel,  rftm,  wings,  or  flanks  of  an  army.  In  l  Chr.  xxviii.  i  o{  irepl  rd  (rw/xa 
is  a  paraphrase  for  mp  "attend  on,"  "  minister  to."  In  Sir.  xlv.  18  c  ivSpa  ol 
vepl  AaOiv  represents  "  The-men-of  Dathan."  In  2  S.  xv.  18  ol  wept  occurs  as 
part  of  a  triple  conflate  (75)  rendering  *'  onay  (servants)  "  and  is  probably  intended 
to  distinguish  David's  personal  attendants  from  his  warriors.  In  Dan  iii.  23 
(LXX),  iii.  49  (LXX  and  Theod.),  it  occurs  in  Greek  additions. 

'  [370<5]  Possibly  Mark's  "when  he  was  alone"  may  be  a  third  member 
of  this  conflation,  springing  from  an  original  "  those  -  who  [were]  about 
him."  For  "when"  and  "who"  are  easily  interchangeable  in  Hebrew,  e.g. 
I  K.  viii.  30,  2  Chr.  vi.  21  "when,"  fi  ;  i  K.  viii.  9,  2  Chr.  v.  10  (R.V.  txt.) 
"when,"  (marg.)  "where,"  fi,  i.e.  "in  the  things  which. "  Consequently — taking 
" those-who  [were]  about  him"  to  mean  "when  [they -were]  about  him,"  i.e. 
' '  when  they  were  with  him  by  themselves,  apart  from  the  multitude  " — a  free 
translator  might  render  this  ' '  when  he  was  alone  "  (or  perhaps  ' '  when  they-were 
(ereNSTo)  alone,"  corrupted  to  "  when  he-was  (epeNeTo).").  But  the  discussion 
of  this  question  must  be  reserved  for  a  commentary  on  the  Triple  Tradition.  See 
Mk.  iv.  34,  "But  privately  to  his  own  disciples  he  used-to-explain  all  things" — 
a  passage  omitted  l)y  Matthew  and  Luke. 
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§   2  I.  {Mk.)  ''into  them;'  (Aft.)  "  in  his  heart;'  (Lk.) 
"from  their  heart " 

Mk.  iv.  15  (lit).  Mt  xiii.  19.  Lk.  viii.  12. 

"taketh  away  the  "snatcheth      that  "taketh  away  the 

word  that  hath  been      which      hath      been      word     from      their 
sown  into  them."  sown  in  his  hearth         heart" 

{{)"  Heart" 

[370  (i)]  The  original  may  have  been  "  taketh  away  the 
word  [that  was]  in  their  heart."  Hebrew,  like  English, 
frequently  omits  the  relative,  where  either  that,  or  a  parti- 
ciple (e.g-.  "  sown  ")  must  be  expressed  in  Greek.  "  In-the- 
heart-of,"  "  from-the-heart-of,"  are  frequently  rendered  in 
the  Septuagint  by  the  prepositions  "  in  "  and  "  from."  ^  Mark 
perhaps  wrote  "  into  them "  in  order  to  avoid  "  in  them," 
since  the  latter  might  mean  "  among  them  "  (an  ambiguity 
sometimes  found  in  the  Pauline  '*  in  you  ").  Matthew  and 
Luke  return  to  the  literal  Hebrew,  "  heart." 

(ii)  {Mk.-Mt.)  "  in{to);'  {Lk.)  "from  " 

[371]  This  is  a  frequent  variation  (158^).  Compare 
Lam.  i.  15"  he  hath  set  at  naught  .  .  .  in  the  midst  of  vie;' 
LXX  "  he  hath  taken  away  .  .  .  from  the  midst  of  me;' 
Gen.  XXXV.  2  "  Put  away  the  strange  gods  that  [are] 
among  you,"  LXX  "  take  away  the  strange  gods  from  the 
midst  of  you;'  Reading  "  from,"  Luke  would  of  course  not 
require  a  relative  or  a  participle. 

§   22.  Interrogatives 

Mk.  iv.  21.  Mt.  V.  15.  Lk.  viii.  16. 

(i)      "Doth     the  *'Nor     do     men  "But     no     one, 

lamp  come  ? "  light  a  lamp."  having     kindled      a 

lamp." 
'  .See  Tromm.  index  under  3np  and  aS. 
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Mk.  vi.  37. 

(ii)  "  Are  we  to  go 
away  and  buy 


?" 


Mk.  viii.  12. 

(iii)  "Why  seek- 
eth  this  generation  a 
sign?  Verily  I  say, 
(lit)  if^  a  sign  shall 
be  given  to  this 
generation." 

Mk.  xi.  22. 

(iv)  R.V.  "Have 
faith  in  God"  (but 
?  better,  "  Have  ye 
faith  in  God?") 

Mk.  xi.  32. 

(v)  "But  are  we 
to  say  From  men  ?  " 

Mk.  xiv.  61. 

(vi)  "  Thou  [then] 
art  the  Christ  ?  " 


Mt.  xiv.  15. 

*'  that  they  may 
go  away  .  .  .  and 
buy  .  .  ." 

Mt.  xvi.  4. 

*'  An  evil  and 
adulterous  generation 
seeketh  after  a  sign, 
and  a  sign  shall  not 
be  given  to  it  except 
the  sign  of  Jonah." 

Mt.  xxi.  21. 
"  If  ye  have  faith 


Mt.  xxi.  26. 

"But  if  we  say 
From  men  ..." 

Mt  xxvi.  63. 

"...  that  thou 
wouldst  tell  us  ^thou 
art  the  Christ" 


Lk.  ix.  13. 

"  unless  we  are  to 
go  and  buy  .  .  ." 

Lk.  xi.  29. 

"This  generation 
is  an  evil  generation. 
It  seeketh  a  sign,  and 
a  sign  shall  not  be 
given  to  it  except 
the  sign  of  Jonah." 

[Lk.  xvii.  6."] 
"  If  ye  have  faith 


Lk.  XX.  6. 

"But    if  we  say 
From  men  .  .  ." 

Lk.  xxii.  67. 

"  If  thou  art  the 
Christ  tell  us." 


[372]  These  variations  could  not  occur  in  Greek,  where 
interrogation  is  almost  always  clearly  distinguished  from 
assertion  ;  but  they  could  easily  occur  in  Hebrew,  where 
sometimes  the  interrogative  is  expressed  (a)  by  mere  tone, 
{b)  by  a  prefix  identical  with  the  article  (often,  as  in  (i)  above, 

'  [371a]  Mk.  viii.  12  lit.  "if."  "If,"  when  thus  used  in  Hebrew,  maybe 
explained  by  "The  Lord  do  so  unto  me"  implied  before  it.  R.V.  here  has  the 
negative  without  a  marginal  explanation  ;  but  in  Hebr.  iii.  u,  iv.  3  '«They  shall 
not  enter,"  it  has  marg.  "Gr.  z/they  shall  enter." 

'  Luke  is  bracketed,  as  the  context  is  very  different  from  that  of  Matthew,  so 
that  the  parallelism  is  doubtful. 
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equivalent  to  a  negation),  (c)  by  "  if"  (in  which  case  it 
may  amount,  as  in  (iii)  above,  to  a  strong  negation).  As  a 
result  of  (c),  the  Greek  "  if"  is  frequently  used  interrogatively 
in  the  Septuagint,  and  this  may  explain  the  variations  in 
(iv),  (v),  (vi). 

In  (ii),  a  Hebrew  original  of  Mark's  "  Are  we  to  go  away  ?  " 
might  be  rendered  in  Greek  either  literally  by  "  If  (el)  we  are 
to  go  away,"  or,  more  classically,  by  a  negative  interrogative  : 
"  Surely  we  are  not  (jirj)  to  go  away  ?  "  Luke  seems  to  have 
combined  "  if"  and  "  not,"  reading  "  ?/" we  are  not"  i.e.  "  unless 
we  are  [to  go  away]."  Some  confusion  appears  to  have 
caused  Matthew  to  apply  the  phrase,  not  to  the  disciples, 
but  to  the  multitude  ("  that  they  may  go  away  ").^ 

In  (iv),  Mark  himself  probably  means  "  have  "  to  be  taken 
imperatively  (as  R.V.) ;  but  the  parallelism  of  Matthew  and 
Luke  suggests  that  the  writer  of  the  original  Hebrew  meant 
the  sentence  either  interrogatively  ("  Have  ye  faith  in  God  ? 
Then  shall  ye  obtain  your  petitions  ")  or  else  conditionally 
("  If  ye  have  faith  "). 

§  23.  {Mk>,  ''come:'  {Mt.)  'Uight;'  {Lk.)  "  kindle  " 

Mk.  iv.  21.  Mt.  V.  15.  Lk.  viii.  16. 

•*  Doth  the  lamp  "  Nor   do    [men]  "  But  no  one  Aav- 

come?"  lig/it  a  lamp  ..."  ing  kindled  a  lamp." 

[878]  See  Clue  (186)  where  it  was  shewn  that  this 
divergence  might  be  explained  by  a  confusion  of  the 
Hebrew  words  "  come  "  and  "  kindle."  - 

'  [372a]  This  might  arise  from  throwing  Direct  Speech  {'^  should  we  go  away?") 
into  Indirect  Speech.  "The  disciples  sjiid  Should  they  go  away?"  The  latter 
might  easily  become,  "the  disciples  said  iYity  [the  muUitude]  &ho\x\A  go  away." 
Moreover,  the  Hebrew  1st  pers.  pi.  fut.  active  is  easily  and  frequently  confused 
with  the  3rd  pers.  pi.  past  passive. 

■  [373a]  Comp.  Ex.  xiv.  20  "yet  it  gave  light  (tki),"  ^ai  iirHKOtw  (?  leg.  no'i, 
but  see  186a)-     In  2  S.  xxii.  29  "thou  [art]  my  lamp,"  the  parall.  Ps.  xviii.  28 
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24.  {Mk.)  ''save  tJtat  it  may  be"  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''that  shall 
not  be  " 


Mk.  iv.  22. 

"For  (aj  there  is 
not  [anything]  hid- 
den save  t/iat  it  may 
be  manifested,  (og) 
nor-yet  did  [anything] 
become  hidden  away 
but  that  it  may  come 
into  manifest[ation]." 


Mt.  X.  26. 

"For  (rtj)  there  is 
nothing  covered  that 
shall  not  be  uncover- 
ed, (^2)  and  hidden 
tkat  shall  not  be- 
known  ..." 


Lk.  viii,  1 7. 

"  For  (rtTj)  there  is 
not  [anything]  hidden 
that  shall  not  become 
manifest,  (^2)  nor-yet 
hidden  away  that 
shall  not  surely  (ou 
A*-*?)  (^1)  be-known  and 
{b^  come  into  mani- 
fest[ation]." 


(i)  {Mk.)  "that "  (Conj.)  ;  (Mt.-Lk.)  "  that "  {Rei:) 

[373  (i)]  The  Hebrew  relative  is  often  translated  by  the 
Greek  "  in-order-that "  used  here  by  Mark  :  Gen.  xxii.  14  "as 

inserts  "wilt  kindle  (tkh),"  perh.  dropped  in  2  S.  owing  to  the  proximity  of  the 
similar  nriK  preceding,  and  the  similar  n'j  following. 

[373*]  The  confusion  might  also  be  otherwise  explained.  The  regular  word 
to  express  the  "lighting"  of  the  lamps  of  the  tabernacle  means  literally  "cause 
to  go  up,"  hiph.  of  n'>v.  It  is  interpr.  (Gesen.  Oxf.)  "makeyfaw*  go  up,"  but 
"  Thes.  al.  of  raising  lamp  upon  the  lamp-stand,"  Ex.  xxv.  37,  xxvii.  20,  etc. 
The  R.  V.  gives  both  renderings  ;  so  does  the  LXX,  in  one  instance  having  Numb, 
viii.  2,  3  "put  (^TiTi^ps) "  and  "lighted  (i^ri\f/ev)"  in  consecutive  verses.  Now 
nh])  is  rendered  by  many  CJreek  verbs  of  motion,  and,  among  others,  by  tlairoptdofiai 
(l),  iw^pxcfiai  (3),  (pxo/Juii  (l),  iJKu  (i),  irapipxo/xai  (l).  It  is  therefore  easy  to 
suppose  that  the  Hebrew  original  "Doth  [one]  cause  the  lamp  to  go  up"  was 
rendered  by  Mark  wrongly  "Doth  the  lamp  come  [into  the  room]"  and  altered 
rightly  by  the  Corrector  to  "  No  man  lighteth  the  lamp." 

[373<^]  This  view  is  somewhat  confirmed  by  a  conflation  in  m  of  Tobit  viii.  13. 
Codex  B  has  "And  the  maid-servant  entered"  ;  but  k  "  (fli)  And  they  setit  the 
maid-servant  (og)  and  lighted  the  lamp."  The  Heb.  is  not  extant :  but  probably 
K  has  conflated  n*?];  "caused  to  go  up"  with  "lighted,"  and  also  nnyj  "maid- 
servant" (dropping  y)  with  na  or  tj  "  lamp." 

[373^]  Another  verb  of  motion  confused  with  "  light "  is  va-  "  go  forth," 
apparently  confused  with  nx'  "light"  in  Jerem.  xxi.  12  "go  forth,"  LXX 
"kindled  (dva^^^),"  and  Sir.  xxxii.  16  "shall  bring  forth,"  LXX  "shall  kindle 
as  light,"  i^irf/ovffip  tJ>s  ^wj  (unless  this  is  a  Greek  error  for  i^olaovffiv).  To  explain 
Mk.  iv,  21,  however,  kx'  meaning  "  go/orlA  "  is  not  so  appropriate  as  rj^j;  or  mz : 
for  a  word  is  needed  that  may  mean  "  come  in." 
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it  (lit  whiih)  is  said,"  LXX  "  that  they  may  say,"  Sir.  xlv.  24 
"  xvkich  should  be,"  LXX  "  that  it  may  be,"  Sir.  xlvii.  i  ic 
"  tuho  established,"  LXX  "  that  he  may  establish."  Probably, 
therefore,  Mark  is  giving  a  free  translation  of  the  Hebrew 
relative.  He  perhaps  took  the  meaning  to  be  "  There  is 
nothing  hidden  that  is  not  destined  to  be^  i.e.  intended  by  Provi- 
dence to  be,  manifested."  This  might  imply  purpose :  "  It  is 
only  hidden  for  a  time  in  order  that  it  may  be  manifested 
later  with  better  effect"  If  this  is  a  correct  explanation  of 
the  divergence,  Matthew  and  Luke  are  returning  to  the 
Hebrew  original.    But  see  373  (ii)  b. 


(ii)  Mk. "  come  into  manifestation  ";  Mt.  substitutes^  Lk.  adds, 

"  be  known  "  ^ 

[373  (ii)]  In  Mark's  version, "  save  that  it  may  be  mani- 
fested .  .  .  but  that  it  may  come  into  manifestation^'  the 
last  clause  is  so  uncouth  and  tautological  that  its  alteration 
by  a  Corrector  is  not  surprising.  But  the  very  uncouthness 
makes  it  probable  that  it  is  a  literal  translation  from  Hebrew. 
Luke's  rendering  appears  to  conflate  the  harsh  "come 
into  manifest[ation]"  with  the  smooth  paraphrase  "be  known," 
and,  so  far,  to  be  inaccurate  ;  but  his  "  nor  [anything]  that 
shall  not  surely "  may  guide  us  to  the  Hebrew  if  it  repre- 
sents, as  it  may  very  well  do,  an  attempt  to  render  the 
emphasis  implied  in  the  Hebrew  reduplicated  verb  :  "  there 
is  nothing  hidden,  but  it  shall  manifest  be  manifested"  i.e. 
'but  it  shall  surely  be  manifested."* 

Now  a  Hebrew  word  for  "  manifest "  (literally  "  unveil," 

'  Lk.  xii.  2,  in  the  Double  Tradition,  gives  a  doublet,  agreeing  exactly  with 
the  last  words  of  Mt.  ".  .  .  that  shall  not  be  uncovered,  and  hidden  that  shall 
not  it-known.'''' 

'  [373  (ii)  a]  The  LXX  frequently  drops  the  Heb.  Reduplicated  verb,  or  varies 
it,  or  detaches  the  two  forms,  or  confuses  one  of  them  with  a  similar  word  so  as 
to  avoid  reduplication,  Gen.  xlvL  4,  Josh.  viL  7,  i  S.  xx.  3,  Judg.  v.  23  (B), 
(A,  as  frequently,  gives  the  Heb.),  Judg.  xv.  2,  etc. 
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"  reveal  ")  means  also  "  remove,"  "  depart,"  and  is  frequently 
rendered  by  the  LXX  "  am  led,"  "  remove,"  and  once  "  come 
into."  ^  Hence  "  manifest  be  manifested  "  might  be  wrongly 
rendered  "  come  into  manifestation." "  But,  for  various 
reasons,  this  particular  confusion — especially  as  it  is  supported 
by  only  one  instance  from  the  LXX  —  is  not  highly 
probable.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  some  error  of  this 
kind,  some  harsh  and  inaccurate  attempt  at  a  faithful 
rendering  of  Hebrew,  has  given  rise  to  a  correction  "  be 
known,"  conflated  by  Luke  in  the  Triple  Tradition,  and 
substituted  by  him  in  the  Double,  as  also  by  Matthew  here.' 

§  25.    The  mustard-seed 

Mk.  iv.  30—32.  Mt.  xiii.  31,  32.  Lk.  xiii.  18. 

[374]  (a)  "  How  "  ^Like  is  the  king-  "  *  To  what  is  the 

are  we  to  liken*  the     dom  of  the  heaven  to     kingdom  of  God  like 

'  I  S.  xiv.  II  "Both  of  them  discovered-Uumselves  (nVa),"  LXX  "both  went 
in  (e/ff^X^oi')."  This  may  be  intended  for  a  paraphrase.  And  so  may  "come" 
in  Mk. 

'■^  [373  (ii)  b'\  The  word  \hi,  preceded  by  a,  means  "on  account  of,"  "for  the 
sake  of."  Hence,  "  manifest  be  manifested  "  might  be  taken  as  "for  the  sake  of 
its  being  manifested."  That  would  suggest  another  way  of  explaining  the  diverg- 
ence discussed  in  373  (i). 

*  [373  (ii)  f]  (l)  In  favour  of  the  view  that  an  original  rhi  underlies  the  Synoptic 
divergence,  it  may  be  urged  that  this  verb— which  is  twice  reduplicated  in  O.T.— 
appears  to  have  caused  divergence  elsewhere  in  N.T.  (498^.  Also,  it  is  the  word 
used  in  the  (548)  passage  of  Deut.  xxix.  29,  which  contrasts  things  "  secret "  and 
things  "  revealed."  (2)  But  Delitzsch  gives,  for  Mk.'s  "  come  into  manifestation," 
'iSi^  K3',  a  combination  of  rhi  and  ma.  The  latter  might  easily  be  confused  with 
-nw  "in  the  light."  Possibly  the  original  was  "shall  be  enlightened  (n»»')  and 
revealed,"  and  Mk.  took  the  rare  nK'  for  the  familiar  lo',  "shall  come  to  be 
revealed."  (3)  The  verb  rh}i  (suggested  in  ZlZb)  is  used  of  that  which  is  not 
hidden  from  God  but  "  comes  up  "  to  Him :  but  it  is  perhaps  only  once  (Jer.  xiv.  2) 
employed  absolutely  in  this  sense. 

*  [374a]  Mk.  iv.  30  "Are  we  to  liken?"  "  We  are  to  liken  (fut.)"  would  be 
identical  with  the  passive  "is  like(ened),"  the  form  in  Lk.  Mt.  omits  the  question, 
having  merely,  "Another  parable  he  set  forth  unto  them."  The  reason  may  be 
as  follows.  The  word  "  liken  "  is  often  (and  is  probably  here)  the  same  as  "  to- 
speak-in-parables "  (Sbtd),  or  (if  we  may  use  such  a  word)  "  to-parable."  "To 
parable  a  parable  "  occurs  more  than  once  in  Ezekiel  ;  and  Codex  D  has  here,  in 
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[376] 


.  .  .  ?  It  M  like  to  a 
grain  of  mustard  seed 
which  a  man  took 
and  put  in[to]  his 
garden,  and  it  j^ew 
and  came  to  [be] 
(eyevero  et?)  a  tree^ 
and  the  birds  of 
heaven  lodged  in  its 
branches." 


kingdom  of  God . . .  ? 
as  to  a  grain  of 
mustard  seed  which 
when  it  is  sown  on 
the  land — being  less 
than  all  the  seeds 
that  are  on  the  land 
— and  \i.e.  then,  or 
yet,  or  nevertheless] 
when  it  is  sown,  shoot- 
eth  -  up  (lit.  goeth- 
up),  and  becometh 
greater  than  all  the 
herbs,  and  maketh 
great  branches  "  (see 
379)  "  so  that  there 
are  able  to  lodge 
under  its  shadow  the 
birds  of  heaven." 

(i)  "  as  to  " 

In  answer  to  the  question  "  How  are  we  to  liken  ?  " 
Mark  might  have  written  "  To  a  grain,"  or  "  [It  is]  as  a 
grain."  He  has  blended  the  two  together  in  "as  to  a.  grain." 
Later  Evangelists  corrected  this  by  inserting  "  like." 


a  grain  of  mustard 
seed  which  a  man 
took  and  sowed  in 
his  field :  which  at 
first  {yi.kv)  is  less  than 
all  the  seeds,  but 
afterwards  (Se)  when 
it  grotveth  it  is  greater 
than  the  herbs  and 
becometh  a  tree,  so 
that  there  come  the 
birds  of  heaven  and 
lodge  in  its  branches." 


(ii)  Mark  has  both  paraphrased  and  literalized 

[375]  Mark's  use  of  "go  up"  for  "grow  "  shews  literal- 
ism, and  so  probably  does  "  and  "  used  for  "  yet."  But  the 
passive  ("  when  it  is  sown  ")  is  much  rarer  in  Hebrew  than 
the  active  ("  a  man  sowed  "),  in  which  point  Matthew  and 
Luke  probably  recur  to  the  original. 

Mk.,  "In  what  parable  shall  we  parable  itV  The  original  may  have  been 
"  And  he  was  (particip.)  parabling  a  parable  and  he  said."  Now  the  jiarticipial 
prefix  (-d)  in  "parabling"  is  easily  confused  with  the  interrog.  "what"  (no)  or 
"who"  (•o),  as  in  Zeph.  iii.  i8,  "burden,"  lit.  " MoZ-wA/V-A-iJ-borne  (mtm)," 
LXX  "a/Ao  took  (rlf  f\o^«)T"  Hence  "  he  was  parabling"  might  be  taken  as 
*' what  parable  ?"  (or  vice-versa).  Further  details  must  l)e  reser\ed  for  a  com- 
mentary GO  the  Triple  Tradition.  ' 
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[376]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

[376]  The  words  "  which  a  man  sowed  "  would  be,  in 
Hebrew,  "  which  a  man  sowed  //."  This  superfluous  pro- 
noun, in  the  sentence  "  which  a  man  sowed  it  on  land,"  only 
needed  a  single  Greek  letter  (the  change  of  ayto  to  aytoy) 
to  become  "  on  his  land,"  which  might  be  interpreted  as 
(Mt.)  "  his  field  "  or  (Lk.)  -'  his  garden." 

[377]  The  locus  classicus  about  "sowing"  in  O.T.  is  a 
passage  in  Isaiah  (xxviii.  25),  where  "  cast  abroad,"  "  scatter," 
and  "  put  in,"  are  rendered  by  LXX  "  sow  "  (repeated  twice). 
Now  "  put "  is  a  more  appropriate  word  here  than  "  sow  "  to 
describe  the  depositing  of  a  single  mustard -seed  (since 
the  Greek  "  sow  "  often  implies  "  scattering  apart,"  as  in  the 
word  "  sporadic  ").  Mark,  however,  who  shows  many  signs 
of  a  free  translation,  may  have  rendered  the  original  Hebrew 
"  put "  by  "  sow."  The  Corrector  substituted  "  put  (e^aXe)." 
This  was  conflated  with  "  sowed."  But  it  happens  that 
"  put "  is  frequently  interchanged  (by  Greek  corruption)  with 
"  took  (eXaySe) "  :  and  "  took  and  sowed  "  makes  better  sense 
than  "/«/  and  sowed."  Hence  Matthew  adopts  "  took  and 
sowed."  Luke  found  the  correction  "  put "  associated  with 
a  variation  "  took,"  and  conflated  them  into  "  took  and  put"  ^ 

(iii)  (Mk.)  '' goeth  tip'' 

[378]  Compare  a  passage  in  Ezekiel  where  "their  leaf" 
is  rendered  by  the  Septuagint  "  their  going-up"  ^  Here 
Mark's  "goeth-up  " — which  would  be  as  harsh  to  a  Greek  ear 
as  "  went  up  "  for  "  came  up,"  when  applied  to  plants,  to  an 
English  ear — was  probably  altered  by  a  Greek  corrector  of 
Mark  into  "groweth  up." 

^  [377a]  Comp.  Is.  Ivii.  11  "laid  (dib')  it,"  fKa^^i  fie  (prob.  Gk.  corruption  of 
#/3aXej);  DiB'=i3ciXXw  (3),  iirtpdXKu  (6),  ifi^dWu  (18):  /SaXeti'  and  \aptiv,  in 
various  forms,  are  confused  in  i  Sam.  xiv.  42,  2  Sam.  xx.  22,  2  K.  xxiii.  4. 

^  [378<i]  Ezek  xlvii.  12  "leaf  (n'?j?),"  dvd^affii  avrwv.  Comp.  Mk.  iv.  5,  6 
i^aviTeiXev  .  .  .  Kal  Sre  d.viTet.\ev  6  ^Xtos  (Mt.  xiii.  5,  6  sim.),  Lk.  viii.  6  <f>viv, 
(133)  where  it  was  shewn  that  the  application  of  "  rise  up  "  to  "  seed  "  probably 
caused  a  marginal  suggestion,  "  on  the  rising  of  the  sun." 
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[379] 


The  correction  was  adopted  both  by  Matthew  and  Luke  ; 
but  it  does  not  quite  represent  the  original  sense.  The 
meaning  of  Mark  is  :  "  It  shoots  up  [from  the  ground]  and 
\afterwards'\  becoftus  greater  than  all  the  herbs."  Matthew 
says,  "  when  it  ttas  grown  up,  it  is  greater  than  the  herbs,"  ' 

(iv)  "  Less  tlian  .  .  .  on  the  land " 

Why  does  Luke  omit  these  words  ?  And  why  does 
Matthew  omit  "  on  the  land  "?  If  recognized  as  words  of  our 
Lord,  they  would  hardly  have  been  omitted  on  the  mere 
ground  of  superfluity. 

[379]  Not  improbably  the  original  of  "less"  was  an 
Aramaic  word  used  in  Daniel,  which  means  literally  "  land," 
and  then  "  landward "  in  the  sense  of  "  lower"  "  inferior^ 
and  is  rendered  "  less  "  and  "  smaller  "  by  the  Greek  translators. 
If  so,  Matthew  has  preserved  the  original  "less  than  all  the 
seeds  " ;  Mark  has  conflated  "  less  than  "  with  "  on  the  land  " ; 
Luke  has  omitted  "  less  than  "  and  its  context,  as  being  a 
corrupt  repetition  of  "  on  the  land  "  or  "  in  his  garden."  ^ 


Mk.  iv.  32. 

09)  "and  it  be 
cometh  greater  than 
all  the  herbs  and 
maketh  great 
branches,  so  that 
there  are  able  to  lodge 
under  its  shadow  the 
birds  of  heaven." 


Mt  xiii.  32. 

"  it  is  greater  than 
the  herbs,  and  be- 
cometh  a  tree,  so  that 
there  come  the  birds 
of  heaven  and  lodge 
in  its  branches" 


Lk.  xiii.  19. 

"and  it  came  to 
[be]  (iyevero  et?)  a 
tree  and  the  birds  of 
heaven  lodged  in  its 
branches." 


'  •*  Becomes  (7£i'eTat),"  "is  {irrly)." 

'  Dan.  ii.  39  "inferior  (kjhk),"  Theod.  Irrruv,  LXX  {Kirruv.  Evangelists 
translating  the  Parable  of  the  Mustard  Seed,  as  representing  the  Kingdom  of 
Christ,  might  naturally  use  a  word  employed  in  Daniel  ii.  39  ("another  kingdom 
inferior  Xo  thee")  to  describe  the  kingdoms  that  were  to  prepare  the  way  for  the 
Messianic  Stone.  Luke  may  have  omitted  "  being  less  ...  on  the  land  "  from 
homoioteleuton.     But  there  are  probably  few  cases  of  this  error  in  Luke. 
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[380]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

[380]  First,  as  to  Mark's  and  Matthew's  words,  "  greater 
than  [all]  ^  the  herbs,"  are  we  to  suppose  that  Luke  omitted 
them  simply  because  they  could  be  left  out  without  detriment 
to  the  sense  ?  More  probably  there  was  some  corruption,  or 
suspicion  of  corruption.  The  Hebrew  words  "  herb "  and 
"  green-bough "  are  similar  enough  to  be  easily  confused." 
And  "  become  greater  than  "  resembles  "  make  great "  or 
"  multiply." '  Hence  "  it  becomes  greater  than  the  herbs  "  is 
easily  confused  with  "  it  maketh  great,  or  multiplieth,  its 
boughs."  But  this,  or  nearly  this,  follows  in  Mark's  next 
clause.  Hence  Luke  might  omit  the  "  herb-clause,"  or  some 
form  of  it,  as  part  of  a  conflation. 

Again,  the  Septuagint  affords  instances  where  "  shady- 
branches  "  (R.V.  "  lotus  trees  ")  and  "  boughs  "  are  rendered 
"  trees  "  or  "  trunks."  *  On  this  analogy,  the  Corrector  might 
say  that  the  meaning  was  not  "  maketh  great  branches,"  but 
"  maketh  a  great  stem  or  trunk,  like  a  tree  "  :  and  this  he 
might  express  by  "  becometh  a  tree  " — a  rendering  adopted 
by  Matthew  and  Luke. 

The  parallelism  between  (Mark)  "  under  its  shadow  "  and 
(Matthew  and  Luke)  "  in  its  branches "  may  be  illustrated 
by  an  instance  of  the  Greek  rendering  of  "  shadow "  by 
"  branches  "  in  Job.* 


1  [380a]  Scores  of  instances  might  be  given  where  the  LXX  inserts  or  omits 
"  all  "  contrary  to  the  Hebrew.  Probably  it  was  not  in  the  original  Hebrew  here, 
and  was  inserted  for  conformity  to  Greek  idiom. 

"  "Herb  (pT)»"  "green-bough,  or  sucker  {py)." 

'  "  Greater  than  "  =  Hebr.  "  great  from. "  "  From  "  often  =  o,  a  letter  easily 
dropped  or  confused. 

*  Job  xl.  21,  22  "lotus-trees  (c'^ks),"  (a)  vavTodairdL  SiySpa,  (i>)  S4v8pa 
fieydXa  :  Ezek.  xxxi.  12,  13  "his  boughs  (1'^K^B),"  (XTtXixV  (bis). 

^  Job  xl.  22  "with  their  shadow  ('?'?s),"  LXX  "with  branches  (or,  shoots)," 
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§  26.  (Mk.)**tAty  receive  him;*  {Mt.-Lk.)  "he  went" 

Mk.  iv.  36.  Mt  viii.  23.  Lk,  viii.  22. 

"and   .    .   .    they  "and    when     he  "and  he   himself 

receive  him  ...  in  a/^«/ /«/o  a  boat  there  went  into  [Codex  D 
the  boat  .  .  .,  and  followed  him  his  "went  up  into,"  SS 
other  boats  were  with     disciples^  ^^went  up  and  sat  in "] 

him."  a  boat,  and  his  dis- 

ciples." 

[381]  See  Clue  (244-5),  where  it  is  shewn  that  (a)  the 
Corrector  may  have  taken  as  non-causative  ("  went ")  a  verb 
that  our  Mark  took  causatively  ("  cause  to  come,"  "  bring," 
i.e.  "  receive ") ;  (d)  the  same  Hebrew  original  (a  form  of 
^^M)  might  be  variously  interpreted  as  "others"  (/>.  other 
boats),  or  as  "  follow,"  or  as  **  followers,"  i.e.  disciples. 

§  27.  /esus  sleeping  on  ''the  cushion'' :  Mt.-Lk.  differ 

Mk.  iv.  38.  Mt.  viii.  25.  Lk.  viii.  23,  24. 

"  And  he  was  in  "  And      he     was  "  But     as      they 

the    stern     on     the      sleeping    and     they      were  sailing  he  fell 

cushion  sleeping,  and     came-to    \him\     and     asleep  .  .  .  but  th^ 

they  wake  him."  woke  him."  came-to     \hini\     and 

woke  him  up." 

[382]  No  one  has  satisfactorily  explained  what  Mark 
means  by  "  the  cushion."  The  natural  meaning  (which  the 
Greek  word  often  has)  is  "rowing-cushion";  but  that  would 
surely  be  called  "«  cushion."^  "According  to  the  later 
Greek  interpreters,"  says  Dr.  Swete,  on  this  passage,  "  it  was 
merely  a  wooden  head-rest  (Thpht.  ^vKlvov  tk  iravrm'i  ^1/ 
ToOro),  possibly  a  stage,  or  platform  ;  cf.  Rob  Roy  on  the 
Jordan^  P-  3  2 1  )•"  But  no  instance  of  the  word  thus  used 
has  hitherto  been  alleged.  The  quotation  from  Theophylact 
might  indicate  a  wooden  cabin,  or  shelter. 

*  "Cushion."    n/xxrxe^dXato*',  though  etymologically  a  cushion  for  the  head, 
is  also  (L.  &  S.)  a  "  rowing-cushion." 
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[383]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

(i)    The  parallel  in  Jonah 

[383]  An  analysis  of  the  context,  if  there  were  space  for 
it,  would  shew  that  some  of  its  expressions  are  probably  de- 
rived from,  or  influenced  by,  the  story  of  Jonah,  who  might 
naturally  be  regarded  as  a  contrast  to  Jesus  in  this  descrip- 
tion. The  prophetic  account,  when  describing  Jonah  sleeping, 
uses  a  word  unique  in  the  Bible  (R.V.  "  the  ship  "  ^),  which 
literally  means  "  decked,"  "  covered  "  :  "  He  was  gone  down 
into  the  innermost  parts  (A.V.  sides)  of  the-decked-{ship) 
[?  covered  place,  or  cabin] ;  and  he  lay  and  was  fast  asleep  : 
and  there-drew-nigh-unto  him  the  ship-master  and  said  unto 
him,  'What  meanest  thou,  O  sleeper?'" 

(ii)  "  The  stem  " 

[384]  The  Hebrew  word  rendered  "  innermost  parts " 
(lit  "  thighs ")  in  the  passage  just  quoted  from  Jonah,  is 
rendered  by  the  Septuagint  six  times  the  "  rear  "  or  "  hinder 
part,"  and  might  therefore  naturally  be  rendered  "stern," 
which  Mark  has  here.^ 

(iii)  "  The  cushion  " 

[385]  If  Mark  interpreted  Jonah's  "  covered  (place)  "  as 
a  cabin  for  sleeping,  he  might  naturally  connect  it  with  the 
phrase  (used  by  Matthew  and  Luke)  "  a  place  to  rest  his 
head":^  and  this  was  exactly  expressed  by  the  Greek  word 
translated  "  cushion "  above,  but  etymologically  meaning 
"for -the -head,"  or  "head-rest."  This  use  of  the  Greek 
word  would  be  quite  novel,  and  sure  to  be  censured  by 
cultivated  readers.     But  it  was  natural  in  a  primitive  Gospel. 

1  Jon.    i.   5  "the   ship   (nrson),"   trXolov.  |bo=    Koi\o<rTadfiu   (i),  ^vKdta  (l), 
<paTi>6<i)  (2). 

2  Jon.    i.  S  "  Innermost-parts-of  ('nn')."  koIXtiv.    the  yford  =  dwltrOioi    (4), 
dirLau  (2). 

'  Mt.  viii.  20,  Lk.  ix.  58,  "  the  son  of  man  hath  not  where  to  lay  (KXlyji)  his 
head." 
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(iv)  {Mt,-Lk.)  "  came'to-[him]  " 

[386]  This  may  possibly  have  been  added  by  the 
Corrector  to  soften  the  abruptness  of  the  appeal  of  the 
disciples.  But  the  addition  may  come  from  Jonah  ("there 
drew  nigh  unto  him  ")} 

§  28.  (ML)  ''/eared,"  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''marvelled" 
Mk.  iv.  41.  Mt.  viii.  27.  Lie  viii.  25. 

[387]  "And  they  "But  the  men  war-  "But  they  feared 

feared  a  great  fear."       veiled."  and  marvelled." 

It  has  been  shewn  {Clue,  138)  that  "marvel"  might  be 
substituted  for  "  fear,"  because  the  latter,  in  Greek,  does  not 
imply  reverence,  as  it  does  in  Hebrew.  Matthew  accepted 
this  as  a  substitute  for  the  reduplicated  "  fear,"  Luke  as  a 
substitute  for  half  of  the  reduplication. 

Mark's  use  of  Hebraic  reduplication,  here  and  elsewhere, 
indicates  adherence  to  a  Hebrew  original.^ 

'  [386a]  Jon.  i.  6  *^and  tliere  drew  nigh  (anp'i)  to  him."  (i)  This,  if  3  were 
dropped,  might  easily  be  taken  as  *^  and  tfuy  called  (ytr\p^)  to  him."  (ii)  The  next 
word  in  Jonah  is  Rab,  "  Master."  This  would  make,  "And  they  called  to  him. 
Master."  (iii)  The  next  word  is  lit.  "  the  rope-man"  (Sann) — i.e.  (collectively)  the 
men  that  manage  the  ropes,  the  sailors.  But  a  far  more  common  meaning  of  the 
root  is  *'  agony,"  "  destruction  "  (Xn/taii'o/nat  (2),  aviIiKeia  (l),  KaraipBflpo)  (2),  6\4ku 
(i),  SiatpdfLpu  (6),  dia<f>0opd  (2)),  so  that  it  might  easily  be  interpreted  as  meaning 
"ruin  is  upon  us,"  or  "we  are  perishing."  (iv)  The  next  words  are  "And  he 
said  to  him,  What  is  it  to  thee  ?"  These — when  following,  "  And  they  said  unto 
him.  Master,  we  perish" — might  be  taken  to  mean,  "And  one  (i.e.  they)  said 
unto  him,  What  carest  thou?"  i.e.  "Thou  carest  not,"  which  Mark  has  here. 

The  Hebrew  "draw  nigh  (anp)" — which  is  38  times  rendered  by  Mt.'s  and 
Luke's  word  "came-to  [him]" — may  have  been  translated  by  Mt.-Lk.  correctly, 
but  may  have  been  confused  by  Mark  with  tjip  "  call."  Comp.  Ps.  Ixxv.  I 
"thy  name  ij  near  (anp),"  LXX  "we  will  call  on  (iTiKa\€<r6fAf6a)  thy  name" 
(leg.  unp).  Jonah's  words  about  "the  thighs  of  the  decked  [place]"  may  have 
been  omitted  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  as  being  unintelligible  in  Hebrew  and  erroneously 
rendered  in  Mark. 

'  1387a]  f"or  other  instances  of  Mark  alone  adhering  to  Hebrew  reduplica- 
tion comp.  Mk.  iv.  12  (where  Mt.  and  Lk.  have  it  only  in  appearance),  i.  26, 
iiL  28,  V.  42. 
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§  29.  (Mk.)  '' his  garment"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "the  border  of  his 
garment " 

Mk.  V.  27.                      Mt  ix.  20.  Lk.  viii.  44. 
"...  touched  his          "...  touched  //^          "...  touched  M<? 
garment."                        border  -  of   his    gar-  border    of    his    gar- 
ment." ment." 

[388]  The  correction  may  have  been  made  simply  for 
reverence  :  but  it  is  also  possible  that  the  original  may  have 
been  a  word  capable  of  meaning  either  "garment"  or 
"  border  [of  a  garment],"  and  taken  by  the  Corrector  in  the 
latter  sense.^ 

§  30.  {Mk:)  ''villages*'  {Mt.-Lk?)  ''cities  and  villages'' 

Mk.  vi.  6.  Mt.  ix.  35.                       Lk.  xiii.  22. 

"  And  he  travelled  "  And    Jesus    tra-         "  And     he     went 

roimd     the    villages  veiled  round  all  the  through  [the  country] 

round  about  (lit.  in  cities  and  the  villages^  by  cities  \i.e.  city  by 

a  circle)."  city]  and  villages^ 

[389]  In  the  Old  Testament  a  distinction  is  generally 
drawn  between  "  city  "  and  "  village "  ;  but  sometimes,  eg. 
when  a  "city"  is  mentioned  along  with  its  surrounding 
"  cities,"  the  latter  are  called  by  the  Septuagint  "  villages," 
e.g.  Josh.  X.  39,  "all  the  cities  thereof,"  LXX  "villages" 
(LXX  om.  but  A  ins.  "all")  In  Jen  xix.  15,  "on  this 
city,  and  on  all  her  citiesl'  the  LXX  conflates  the  latter  part 
thus  :  "  on  all  her  cities  and  on  all  her  villages!'  This  doubt 
between  "  cities  "  and  "  villages  "  may,  at  least  in  part,  ex- 
plain why  Mark  (i.  38)  speaks  of  "the  adjacent  village-cities" 
(D  and  SS,  "  villages  and  cities  "),  where  the  parallel  Luke 
(iv.  43)  has  "the  other  cities." 

^  The  word  fjja  literally  means  "wing,"  and  hence,  "extremity,"  "border." 
It  is  translated  by  the  LXX  "  covering,"  ffvyKd\viJ.fM,  in  Deut.  xxii.  30,  xxvii.  20 : 
"  garment,"  dj/a/SoXij,  in  Ezek.  v.  3  :  "skirt,"  Kpaairidov  in  Zech.  viii.  23.  R.V. 
has  "skirt"  in  all  these  instances. 
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[890]  This  double  meaning  of  the  word  "  city "  might 
easily  cause  ambiguity  when  the  Hebrew  Evangelist  wrote 
that  Jesus  "  went-round  city  and  city'' — that  is  to  say,  "city 
by  city,"  or  "  all  the  cities  in  turn  "  * — "  round  about."  Mark 
condensed  "  city  and  city "  into  "  the  cities,"  and  then 
paraphrased  it  as  "  the  villages,"  because  he  understood 
them  to  be  the  small  cities  "  round  about "  the  central  city.* 

'  [390<»]  Comp.  2  Chr.  xxxv.  15  "the  porters  were  at  every  gate"  but  LXX, 
literally,  "gate  a«</ gate,"  where  theparall.  I  Esdr.  i.  15  has  "  at  each  gate" :  Ezr.  x. 
14  (LXX)  "  the  elders  of  city  and  city  "  =  i  Esdr.  ix.  13  "  the  elders  of  each  place." 

'  [390*]  Strictly  speaking,  rdj  should  have  been  inserted  in  Mk.  before  KiiKktf. 
But  this  is  not  necessary  :  comp.  i  Chr.  vi.  55  koX  rh.  trtpurirhpia  ain-Tji  Kikkt^  airr^ 
(rep.  in  Josh.  xxi.  II  where  A  has  rd  idiKKtfi),  2  Chr.  xiv.  14  r&t  Kihtiat  airr&p 
Ki/xXy  Yeiiitp,  2  Chr.  xxxiv.  6  rtUt  rb-won  ainwv  KiKkifi.  In  Josh.  xix.  8  "all  the 
villages  that  were  round  about  these  cities,"  2  Chr.  xvii.  10  "all  the  kingdoms 
of  the  lands  that  were  round  about  Judah,"  the  Heb.  has  the  relative,  and  A  ins. 
the  article  before  kvkXi^,  but  the  LXX  omits  it. 

[390^]  There  are  various  readings  of  some  importance  in  the  text  of  Mk.  : 
L  and  some  cursives  have  t4j  KVK\{fi  Kdfiai :  SS  and  a  omit  kiJacXv  :  d  has,  "  et 
circuibat  castella  et  circumibat  docens"  :  Diatess.  Arab,  "and  he  went  about  in 
the  villages  which  [were]  around  Nazareth." 

The  regular  Heb.  for  "to  travel  round"  is  33D.  In  rendering  this  "went 
through  [the  country],"  Lk.  may  have  had  in  his  mind  one  of  the  very  few 
descriptions  of  missionary  circuits  in  O.T.,  2  Chr.  xvii.  9  "And  they  taught  in 
Judah  having  the  book  of  the  Law  of  the  Lord  with  them  :  and  they  went  about 
(1301)"  [more  usually  "compassed,"  "went  round,"  etc.  LXX  here  alone  iir{KJdov 
"  went  through  [the  country] "]  "  in  (-3)  all  the  cities  of  Judah."  But  the  mission- 
aries there  described  appear  to  have  gone  from,  and  returned  to,  Jerusalem,  so 
that  they  might  well  be  said  to  have  gone  a  "circuit."  That  is  not  the  case  in 
Lk.,  for  he  adds  at  the  end  of  xiii.  22  "  teaching  zxid  journeying  on  io  Jerusalem  " 
and  there  is  every  reason  to  suppose  that  Lk.  does  not  regard  Jesus  as  having 
started  from  Jerusalem. 

[390</]  These  passages  have  an  important  bearing  on  Rom.  xv.  19  "  from 
Jerusalem  and  round  about  (<cai  KiiK\if)  even  to  lUyricum."  Some  interpret  this 
"  circuitously,"  i.e.  not  journeying  in  a  straight  line,  but  deviating  to  many  places 
on  the  way  :  and  in  favour  of  this  view  it  is  urged  (Rom.  ed.  Sanday  and  Headlam 
ad  loc.)  that  "iri/xXv  in  the  instances  quoted  of  it  in  this  sense  (Gen.  xxxv.  5, 
xlL  48)  seems  invariably  to  have  the  article."  This,  however,  has  been  shewn 
above  (390*)  not  to  be  the  case.  The  Editors  also  quote,  as  favouring  their  view, 
Xen.  Ahc^.  vii.  i.  14  "and  whether  they  must  go  through  (iib.)  the  holy  mountain 
or  tircuitoush  (iri/«rXy)  through  the  midst  of  Thrace."  But  there  ki/kXv  means 
"making  a  circuit  round"  the  mountain  previously  mentioned,  so  that,  by 
***^OBy»  K^'tXy  in  Rom.  should  mean  "making  a  circuit  round  Jerusalem." 
Moreover  the  Editors  fail  to  explain  why  St.  Paul  inserts  the  needless  "and" 
("  and  round  about "). 
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Matthew  and  Luke  agreed  in  taking  "  city  and  city  "  as 
"  city  and  village,"  i.e.  "  cities  and  villages  in  turn."  Matthew 
dropped  "  round  about,"  because  he  applied  it  to  the  journey, 
not  to  the  "  cities"  regarding  it  as  implied  in  "  travelled 
round."  Luke — who  also  applied  "  round  about "  to  the 
journey — expressed  it  in  the  verb  "  went  [right]  through 
{hieiropevero)"  and  he  retained  a  touch  ("  by ")  of  the  dis- 
tributive idiom  in  the  Hebrew  original. 


§30  (i).  The  positive  instructions  to  tlie  Twelve 


Mk.  vi.  7—13. 

[390  (i)]  ". . .  he- 
began  {Tjp^aro)  to 
send  them  .  .  .  he- 
began -to -give  them 
authority  -  over  the 
unclean  spirits  .  .  . 
going  -  forth  (e'/CTTO- 
pevofievoi)  thence 
shake-out  the  dust 
(j^ow)  that  is  under- 
neath your  feet  ^  .  .  . 


Mt.  X.  I— 14. 

".  .  .he  gave 
(535a)  them  author- 
ity -  over  unclean 
spirits  so  as  to  cast 
them  out  and  to- 
cure  all  (?)  disease  ^ 
and  all  (?)  weakness. 
These  twelve  Jesus 
sent  (535fl:).  .  .  . 
Proclaim  saying  that 
There  -  hath  -  drawn  - 


Lk.  ix.  1—6. 

".  .  .  he  gave 
(535a)  them  power 
and  authority  over 
(eVr)  all  (?)  the  devils 
and  to-cure  diseases} 
And  he  sent  (535a) 
them  to  proclaim  the 
kingdom  of  God  and 
to  heal  .  .  .,  coming- 
forth  {i^ep')(pfjL€voL) 
from  that  city,  shake- 


*  It  was  indicated  in  Clue  (243)  that  Mk.'s  extraordinary  omission  of  any 
precept  about  "preaching"  or  "proclaiming"  might  be  explained  by  the  frequent 
confusion  between  the  Hebrew  indicative,  e.g.  "they  proclaimed,"  and  imperative 
' '  proclaim  ye  " — the  former  of  which  is  contained  in  Mk.  vi.  12.  The  same  might 
apply  to  "curing."  If  Mt.-Lk.'s  "to  cure"  is  parallel  to  Mk.  vi.  13  "they- 
began-to-cure,"  this  is  not  an  agreement  against  Mk.  in  respect  of  the  verb,  but 
only  in  respect  of  the  form  of  the  verb. 

"All"  is  queried  as  to  the  italicizing  because,  though  Mt.-Lk.  agree  in 
attributing  universality  to  the  curing,  they  do  not  attach  the  adjective  to  the  same 
noun.  "  All "  is  repeatedly  inserted  and  omitted  by  the  LXX,  contrary  to  the 
Hebrew. 

^  [390  (i)  a\  Comp.  Lk.  x.  11  "The  dirt  that  has  cleaved  lo-us  from  your 
city  to  {eh)  our  feet  we  -wipe  cf  (diro/j.a(Ta6fj.€da)  against-you  (lit.  "  for-you  "),"  and 
Acts  xiii.  51  "having  shaken -out  the  dirt  of  their  feet  against  them  {iir'  ai>roiyj)." 
Greek  corruption  might  convert  "  we  shake  off,"  AnOTJ&CCOMeeA  to  "  we  wipe 
off,"  ArrOMACCOMeeA.  Comp.  Judg.  xvi.  20  iKTivaxOiiaoiMu  (A,  d7roTti/d|o/«n). 
Neh.  iv.  16  iKT€Tu>ayiiivuv  (A,  n,  iKTerayixivuu),  ib.  v.  15  iKrerivayfji^voL  (k* 
iKTerayfJ^voi).     In  2  S.  xxii.  33,  Neh,  v.  13  iKTelvw  is  a  v.r.  for  iKTivdaffu. 
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they-proclairoed  that 
[they,  i.e.  people] 
shouldrepent,  and 
they  -  began  -  to  -  cast  - 
out  many  devils  and 
they-began  -  to  -anoint 
with -oil  many  (lit.) 
mvalids  *  and  they 
began  -  to  -  cure 
[them]." 


nigh  the  kingdom  of 
the  heavens  .  .  .  cast 
out  deitils  .  .  .  coming- 

forth      {€^€p)^6fl€V0l) 

outside  that  house 
or  Ma/  a'/y  shake-out 
the  dirf  (Kovioprov) 
of  your  feet." 


off  even  the  dirf 
(Kovioprov)  from 
(d-jro)  your  feet  .  .  . 
they  -  came  -  through 
[the  land] .  .  .  curing 
everywhere." 


We  shall  here  depart  from  Mark's  order  a  little,  in  order 
to  consider  under  one  head  the  positive  precepts  to  the 
Twelve.  The  next  section  will  consider  the  negative 
precepts. 

(a)  "  unclean  spirits"  or  "  devils " 

[390  (i)  (a)]  Jewish  tradition  distinguished  "  evil  spirits," 
which  caused  melancholy  and  disease,  from  "  unclean  spirits," 
which  were  supposed  to  have  a  special  connection  with 
necromancy  and  witchcraft.'^  Perhaps  it  is  for  this  reason 
that  Matthew  very  rarely  uses  the  latter  phrase — only  here 
and  in  the  words  of  Jesus,  recorded  also  by  Luke,  but  not 
by  Mark,  "  When  the  unclean  spirit  goeth  out  of  the  man." ' 
On  the  other  hand,  Mark  uses  it  very  frequently  indeed. 
Luke — apart  from  the  passage  just  quoted  from  the  Double 
Tradition — uses  it  only  in  those  parts  of  the  Gospel  where 
he  follows  Mark,  and  in  those  parts  of  the  Acts  where  he  is 
describing  the  works  of  Peter,  or  Philip  (but  not  of  Paul). 
Here  Luke  deviates  widely  from  Mark  and  avoids  this  term 
altogether. 

»  " Invalids "  =  d/)p«i«rTOOT,  "disease,"  in  Mt.-Lk.,  =  r6<r<»'.  See  below  (390 
(i)  /9). 

*  Hor.  Hebr.,  on  Lk.  xiii.  ii. 

'  1390  (i)  (a)  a\  Mt.  xii.  43  (Lk.  xi.  24),  referring  to  the  spirit  of  idolatry 
that  possessed  Israel  in  ancient  times.  Hor.  Hebr.,  on  Mt.  x.  2,  connects  "un- 
clean spirits"  with  false  prophets,  referring  to  Rev.  xvi.  13,  14,  and  Zech.  xiiL  2 
("  I  will  cut  ofT  the  names  of  the  idols  .  .  .,  and  I  will  cause  the  prophets  and 
the  uncUan  spirit  to  pass  out  of  the  land  "). 
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Hence  arises  an  apparent  agreement  of  Matthew  and 
Luke  so  far  as  this,  that  Matthew  attributes  to  Jesus  the 
words  " cast  out  devils"  while  Luke  has  " gave  authority 
over  devils."  But  it  is  perhaps  a  mere  coincidence.  This 
is  all  the  more  probable  because,  as  has  been  indicated 
above  (243),  Mark's  "  they-began-to-cast-out  .  .  .  devils  "  may- 
be a  mistranslation  of  an  imperative  (or  vice  versa). 

09)  {Mt.-Lk.)  "disease{s)" 

[390  (i)  (/9)]  The  Greek  word  here  rendered  "  disease," 
though  very  common  in  classical  Greek,  never  occurs  in 
LXX  except  to  mean  disease  inflicted  by  God  as  punishment. 
"  Invalid,"  in  LXX,  when  referring  to  sickness,  implies  sickness 
not  thus  inflicted.*  The  latter  was  connected  by  the  Stoics 
in  the  first  century  with  moral  infirmity.^  Both  Greek  words 
occur  in  LXX  as  renderings  of  the  same  Hebrew  word.  It 
is  quite  intelligible  that  a  Corrector,  finding  in  Mark  a 
word  that  might  mean  "  infirm  of  mind,"  or  "  infirm  of 
body,"  substituted  the  word  used  in  regular  Greek,  "  disease," 
as  a  better  rendering  of  the  Hebrew. 

(7)  {Mt.-Lk.)  "proclaim  the  kingdom  " 

[390  (i)  (7)]  Mark  contains  no  precept  to  proclaim  the 
Gospel.  But  [242-3]  the  words  "and  they  proclaimed" 
may  be  a  misinterpretation  of  an  original  "  proclaim  [ye] " 
or  "  that  they  should  proclaim."  If  that  is  the  fact,  Matthew's 
and  Luke's  agreement  against  Mark  is  limited  to  the  object 
of  the  verb  "  proclaim."  Here  a  correction  was  highly 
natural.  For,  since  the  Apostles  were  sent  to  preach  the 
Gospel,  or  ''good-news"  it  might  seem  to  some  a  paradoxical 
way  of  expressing  this  to  say  that  they  were  sent  to  preach 
"  that  men  should  repent." 

*  .See  LXX  Concord.  N6o-os  and  Appurros  {-ia,  -rifia)  both  =  forms  of  nSn. 
"Invalid"  represents  only  one  side  of  AppwffTOi ;  it  sometimes  means  "disabled 
by  accident."  ^  See  L.  and  S. 
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Possibly,  there  was,  originally,  no  object  of  "  proclaim  " 
(350),  and  it  was  variously  added.*  Or  the  original  may  have 
been  obscure,  e,g.  "  proclaimed  that  they  [i.e.  men]  should 
t/raw  near  to  God,  or,  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  This  was 
paraphrased  by  Mark  as  "  proclaimed  that  men  should  repent." 
Matthew  took  it  as  meaning  "  Proclaim  that  there  hath  drawn 
near  the  kingdom  of  God." '  Luke,  in  the  Mission  of  the 
Twelve,  has  "to  proclaim  the  kingdom  of  God":  but  in  the 
Mission  of  the  Seventy,  he  adopts  t/ie  same  version  as 
Matthew's,  only  in  quite  a  different  context,  representing  the 
Seventy  as  saying  to  the  unbelieving  city  from  which  they 
are  departing,  "  Notwithstanding,  know  this,  that  there  hath 
drawn  near  the  kingdom  of  God'.'  ^ 

(8)  {Mk.)  '' going- forth  thence"  {Mt.-Lk.)  '' coming- 
forth  .  .  .  city"*' 

[890  (i)  (8)]  Mark  uses  "  go  forth "  again  ("  and  when 
it  was  evening  they  used  to  go -forth  outside  the  city 
(Jerusalem)")  where  Matthew  and  Luke  have  ^'come-forth" 
— a  more  appropriate  word  to  describe  the  mere  act  of 
"  coming  out "  from  a  city  as  distinct  from  "  going  forth  "  on 
a  journey.*  Here  perhaps  Mark  meant  "  go  forth  on  a  new 
journey,"  in  which  case  the  word  would  be  very  suitable  : 
but  the  Corrector,  taking  it  to  mean  merely  "  coming  out," 
might  substitute  the  latter  word  here  as  he  did  later  on  in 
connection  with  Jerusalem. 

The  addition  of  "  outside  (or,  from)  that  city  "  (Matthew 
adds  also  "  that  house  ")  is  one  of  a  very  large  class  of  correc- 
tions (534  (i))  intended  to  add  definiteness  to  Mark. 

'  In  that  case,  the  correction  here  would  resemble  one  in  an  earlier  passage  of 
Mk.  (i.  38,  see  860). 

^  The  complete  discussion  of  this  passage  would  require  a  preliminary  discussion 
of  the  variations,  in  words  and  order,  between  Mk.  i.  14,  15  and  Mt.  iv.  17 
(Lk.  diff.).  »Lk.  X.  II. 

*  " Go-forth "=^<nropei^0^0(u:  "come- forth "=^{^/>X'<rtfot. 

»  Mk.  xi.  19,  Mt  XXL  17,  Lk.  xxi.  37. 
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(e)  {Mk:)  ''dust':  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''dirt" 

[390  (i)  (e)]  "  The  dust  of  thy  feet "  occurs  in  Isaiah  and 
in  Nahum,  meaning,  in  the  former  possibly,  and  in  the 
latter  certainly,  the  ground  on  which  a  person  walks.  In  the 
former  passage  the  LXX  has  "  dust "  ;  in  the  latter  (lit.), 
"dirt."^  The  dust  of  a  foreign  land  was  held  by  Jewish 
tradition  to  defile  things  to  which  it  adhered  :  but  Wetstein, 
Horae  Hebraicae,  and  Schottgen  say  nothing  that  justifies 
Alford  (without  alleging  authority)  in  asserting :  "  It  was 
a  custom  of  the  Pharisees,  when  they  entered  Judaea  from  a 
Gentile  land,  to  do  this  act." "  Moreover  the  curious  varia- 
tions— "  shake-<?«/,"  "  shzV^-off"  (and,  in  the  Mission  of  the 
Seventy,  "  wipe  off"),  together  with  "  dust  that  is  underneath," 
"dirt  of:  "dirt  from"  (and,  in  the  Mission  of  the  Seventy, 
"  dirt  that  has  cleaved  to  us  from  your  city  to  our  feet ") 
— indicate  some  original  Hebrew  obscurity  resulting  in 
Greek  divergence  and  requiring  investigation. 

Chrysostom's  comment  on  Matthew's  statement  is,  "  [The 
object  was]  either  to  show  that  they  (i.e.  the  apostles)  had 
received  nothing  from  them  (i.e.  from  the  unbelievers),  or  to 
testify  against  them  concerning  the  long  journey  they  had 
taken  [to  come]  to  them."  This  proves  that  he  was  in  doubt 
about  its  meaning.  Wetstein  quotes  a  Jewish  tradition  that 
a  certain  Rabbi  "  when  he  had  gone  down  to  Babylon,  took 
dust  from  [the  place]  in  a  napkin  and  shook  it  forth  abroad 
to  confirm  what  is  said  in  Exodus,  '  and  the  Lord  shook-out 

^  Is.  xlix.  23  "shall  lick  the  dust  <oio\iv)  of  thy  feet."  We  could  not  use 
"dirt"  in  English  in  Nah.  i.  3  "the  clouds  are  the  dust  {Kovioprbi)  of  his  feet," 
i.e.  of  the  feet  of  God,  apparently  meaning  that  He  walks  upon  the  clouds  as  men 
walk  on  the  dust  of  the  earth. 

In  classical  Greek  xo^s  means  "  earth  (piled  up),"  but  in  LXX,  it  frequently 
means  "dust,"  "fine  powder,"  etc.  Also,  in  classical  Greek,  Koviofrrdi  mostly 
means  "a  cloud  of  dust,"  but  it  also  =  metaph.  (L.  and  S.)  "a  dirty  fellow."  It 
seems  to  be  used  of  "  mire  "  that  "  sticks  "  to  the  shoes  and  has  to  be  "  wiped  off" 
in  Lk.  X.  II. 

^  Alford  on  Mt.  x.  14. 
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the  Egyptians  in  the  Red  Sea.'  "  ^  This  is  illustrated  by  the 
action  of  Nehemiah  invoking  God's  judgment  as  follows, 
(R.V.)  "  I  shook-oiit  my  lap,  and  said,  So  God  shake-out 
every  man  from  his  house  and  from  his  labour  that  per- 
formeth  not  this  promise."  "  From  the  former  passage,  as 
illustrated  by  the  latter,  it  would  appear  that  "  taking  up  the 
dust "  of  a  place  and  "  shaking  it  otU  "  was  a  Jewish  symbol 
of  denunciation,  threatening  the  inhabitants  of  the  place 
with  destruction  from  heaven.  This  suits  very  well  with 
the  subsequent  words  in  Matthew  (and  in  Luke's  Mission 
of  the  Seventy)  "  It  shall  be  more  tolerable  for  the  land  of 
Sodom  .  .  than  for  that  city."  Whether  this  was  the 
original  meaning  or  not,  must  be  discussed  in  a  later 
treatise.  The  present  object  is  merely  to  show  that  the 
original  may  have  been  reasonably  supposed  to  have  this 
meaning  of  ^/(Enunciation  as  well  as  the  meaning,  usually 
assumed,  of  renunciation,  and  that  this  divergence  of 
interpretation  caused  Matthew  and  Luke  to  deviate  from 
Mark. 

§  30  (ii).   TAe  negative  instructions  to  the  Twelve 

Mk.  vi.  8.  Mt  X.  9,  10.  Lk.  ix.  3. 

"...  that  they  "  Do   not    obtain  "  Take      nothing 

should  take  for  [their]      gold,  nor-yet  (firjBe)     for      the      journey, 

*  Wetst.  on  Mt.  x.  14.  Ex.  xiv.  27  R.V.  "  overthrew  (npj) "  (mai^.  "Hed. 
shook-^")  iirrlfc^ev,  i.e.  "sho6k-ou/." 

•  Neh.  V.  13  np,  iKnviiai.  Comp.  Job  xxxviii.  12,  13  "Hast  thou  .  .  . 
caused  the  day-spring  to  know  its  place,  that  it  might  take  hold  of  the  ends  of 
the  earth  and  the  wicked  be  shaken-out  of  it  ? "  That  this  is  the  regular  word 
for  "rejection  and  destruction"  appears  also  in  Ps.  cxxxvi.  15  "But  ihook-out 
Pharaoh  and  his  host  in  the  Red  Sea"  (R.V.  txt.  "overthrew,"  marg.  " Heb. 
shook-^'),  evidently  alluding  to  Ex.  xiv.  27.  In  the  Acts,  the  only  city  thus 
denounced  is  Antioch  in  Pisidia  (Acts  xiii.  51).  Did  any  calamity  befall  this  city  ? 
The  Sibylline  oracles  mention  "miserable  Antioch"  twice  in  connection  with 
earthquake.  But  that  Antioch  is  not  in  Pisidia,  and  the  date  is  A.D.  115  (Onu-. 
Sibyll.  iv.  140,  jy.  (xiii.)  125).  , 
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journey  nothing  ex-  silver}  nor-yet  brass  neither  (jnjre)  staff. . . 
cept  a  staff  alone,  not  for  your  girdles  .  .  .  nor  (jiijre)  bread,  nor 
bread  . . .  (lit.)  not  for      nor-yet  a  staff."  silver-money."  ^ 

the  girdle  (?.<f.  pocket) 
brass-money." 

(a)  {Mk)  "  except  a  staff  alone,*'  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  nor-yet  {Lk. 
neither)  a  staff" 

[390  (ii)  (a)]  See  Clue  (264-7).  The  original  precept 
seems  to  have  bidden  the  disciples  take  "nothing  except 
(IMH)  the  staff  of  bread"  —  probably  meant  in  a  spiritual 
sense,  the  "  daily  bread  "  that  comes  from  the  Father — 
altered  by  Greek  corruption  into  "  nothing,  not  (MH)  staff, 
bread  "  and  then  into  "  nothing,  not  staff,  not  bread." 

09)  {Mk:)  "  brass-money"  {Mt.-Lk.)  *' silver  "  or  "  silver-money" 

[390  (ii)  (/S)]  An  ancient  Greek  grammarian  says  that 
ignorant  and  common  people  used  the  word  "  brass "  of 
money  in  general.^  So  it  is  used  with  us  in  some  parts  of 
England.  But  we  should  not  like  to  have  the  word  thus 
used  in  our  English  Bible,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  correctors  and  editors  of  Mark,  if  they  took  the  word 
in  that  sense,  would  alter  it.  But  Matthew  and  Luke  have 
adopted  quite  different  corrections. 

Matthew,  retaining  brass,  inserts  "  gold  "  and  "  silver,"  so 
as  to  indicate  that  the  word  is  not  used  in  the  vulgar 
meaning,  but  as  a  climax  in  the  literal  sense,  "  no  gold,  no, 
nor  yet  silver,   no,  nor  even  brass."     Luke  substitutes   the 

*  "  Silver "  =  d/)7i;poj.  " Silver-money "  =  (i/)7iJ/)to«'  (lit.  "a  silverling,"  hence 
"  silver  money  "  and  then  "  money  "  in  general).  'Apyvpoi  is  more  appropriate  to 
metal  than  to  money,  and  would  not  often  be  used  of  money  except  to  distin- 
guish silver  money  from  gold. 

^  Wetst.  on  Mk.  vi.  8  quotes  Pollux  ix.  92  r)  tCjv  iroXXwi'  koX  18iutuv  jcpiifa 
rhv  x«XkA»'  dpyijpiov  "SJyei  (i.e.  uses  the  word  brass  to  mean  silver-money).  Pollux 
quotes  "  He  has  no  brass  "  and  "  I  owe  brass."  Hesychius  says  that  the  word  is 
used  to  mean  gold  and  silver  money. 
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ordinary  Greek  word  "  silver- money."  These  corrections 
may  be  independent  of  any  one  corrector  of  Mark,  and 
Matthew's  and  Luke's  agreement  in  this  single  word  is 
probably  a  mere  coincidence,  arising  from  the  fact  that  both 
are  speaking  of  money. 

(7)    The  Hebrew  original  of  {Mk.)  "  brass-money** 

[890  (ii)  (7)]  The  ordinary  Hebrew  word  for  "  money " 
means  "  silver  "  :  but  if  this  was  in  the  original,  Mark  would 
hardly  have  rendered  it  by  anything  but  "  silver,"  since  that 
was  consistent  with  ordinary  Greek  as  well  as  Hebrew 
usage.  It  seems  likely,  then,  that  Jesus  used  some  special 
word,  and  probably  a  metaphorical  one,  speaking  con- 
temptuously of  money,  and  perhaps  with  a  play  on  the 
term.  "  Dross  "  would  answer  the  purpose.  But  "  brass  " 
— since  it  might  actually  be  applied  to  money,  and  since  it 
had  Hebrew  associations  with  worthlessness — would  be 
much  better."  ^ 

There  is  no  evidence  that  Jewish  traditions  used  "  brass  " 
for  money  as  it  was  used  in  Greek  slang,  or  Greek  dialect.^ 
But  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  Jesus,  when  protesting 
against  covetousness,  and  playing  on  the  Biblical  associations 
of  the  word  "  brass,"  Nachash,  or  "  serpent,"  may  have 
frequently  used  this  term  metaphorically  to  signify  ^^  the 
deceitfulness  of  wealth."  ^  Some  explanation  of  this  kind 
may  account  for  the  following  divergence  : 

*  "Brass  (rm)"  =  *' fetters"  frequently;  it  =  (metaph. )  worthless  people  in 
Jer.  vi.  28,  Ezek.  xxii.  18.  In  Ezek.  xvi.  36  it  is  prob.  (see  Gesen.  Oxf.  rm, 
where  read  Ez.  for  Ex.)  "filthiness,"  but  LXX  "brass." 

'  Hor.  Hebr.  on  Mk.  xii.  41  quotes  "  The  School  of  Hillel  saith,  into  a  shekel 
of  silver  and  a  shekel  0/  brass  "  and  again,  "  He  that  changeth  a  selaa  and  receives 
for  it  brass  money,  that  is,  pmtahs."  In  these  instances  the  word  is  used  literally 
as  we  should  speak  of  "copper  money,"  or  "change  in  copper."  Hor.  Hebr. 
quotes  no  instance  of  Hebrew  usage  corresponding  to  the  Greek  vernacular 
"brass"  employed  for  money  in  generaL 

•  Comp.  Ezek.  xvi.  36  "filthiness  (nrru)"  LXX  "brass,"  with  Mk.  iv.  19 
"the  deceitfulness  of  riches  and  the  lusts  about  the  rest,"  Lk.  viii.  14  "  riches  and 
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Mk.  xii.  41.  Lk.  xxL  i. 

•'He  was  observing  how  the  "He  saw  those  casting  into 

multitude  (lit.)  casts  brass   into  the    treasury    their    giffs  —  the 

the  treasury  and  many  rich  men  rich." 
were  casting  many  [things]." 

[390  (ii)  (8)]  Here  the  sense  and  the  context  indicate  that 
the  money  could  not  have  been  literally  "  brass."  For  Jesus 
goes  on  to  contrast  the  poor  widow  who  casts  in  two  mites 
with  all  the  others ;  "  for  they  were  all  casting  out  0/  their 
superabundance''  This,  though  not  perhaps  incompatible, 
is  certainly  incongruous,  with  the  notion  that  there  was  a 
"  multitude,"  presumably  consisting  in  large  measure  of  poor 
people,  giving  what  we  should  call  "  money  in  coppers." 
But  if  the  original  term  was  "  brass  " —  sometimes  used, 
even  in  narrative,  by  the  earliest  Evangelists,  in  accordance 
with  Christ's  own  words,  to  characterize  the  base  gifts  of 
the  rich,  who  gave  to  God  what  cost  them  practically 
nothing — then  the  divergence  can  be  explained.  For  in 
that  case  the  original  was,  nearly  as  Luke,  "men -casting 
into  the  treasury  brass  [for  so  the  Lord  called  it] — rich- 
folk."  Luke  simply  altered  "  brass  "  into  "  their  gifts  "  (as 
he  altered  it  into  "  money  "  in  the  Mission  of  the  Twelve). 

But  editors  of  Mark  xii.  41,  taking  "brass"  to  mean, 
literally,  "small  change,"  and  considering  that  this  must 
describe  the  gifts  of  "  the  many,"  inserted  in  the  margin 
"  many,"  meaning  "  multitude,"  instead  of  "  men."  But 
"  many  "  might  also  mean  "  many  (things),"  or  might  be 
applied  to  "  the  rich  (folk)."  Hence  might  spring  the 
following  conflated  result: — ''^\Many  ie.]  the  multitude 
cast[ing]  into  the  treasury  brass,  and  many  rich  folk  were 
casting  many-things^ 

[390  (ii)  (e)]   It  may  be  observed  in  conclusion  that  if 

the  pleasures  of  life,"  Mt.  xiii.  22  simply  "the  deceitfulness  of  riches,"  where  Mk. 
may  have,  in  effect,  conflated  "deceitfulness"  and  "filthiness,"  or  may  have 
paraphrased  more  fully. 
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Christ's  precept  to  the  Apostles  was  "  no  brass  [be]  in  your 
girdles,  or  purses,"  and  if  it  meant,  metaphorically,  "  deal  in 
nothing  but  sterling  gold,"  this  would  harmonize  very  well 
with  other  early  Christian  doctrine.  For  Christ  taught  His 
disciples  to  provide  treasure  that  would  not  "rust":*  and  the 
Apocalypse  represents  Him  as  saying  "  Buy  ofme^o/d  refined 
by  fire  "  ^ — it  being  the  peculiarity  of  gold  not  to  rust.^  Now 
the  son  of  Sirach  likens  the  wickedness  of  a  false  foe  to  the 
"  rust "  of  brass.*  James,  too,  warns  the  covetous  that  their 
gold  is  "  rusted  "  (that  is  to  say,  that  it  is  proved  to  be  false 
metal,  mere  dross),  and  that  the  "  rust  "  or  "  venom  " — for 
the  same  Greek  word  means  both — will  "  eat  their  flesh " 
(perhaps  a  play  on  the  "  venom  "  of  the  "  serpent "  and  the 
"  rust  "  of  "  brass  ").*  All  these  passages  are  in  favour  of 
giving  Mark's  precept  a  metaphorical  meaning,  and  in  favour 
of  taking  "  brass "  to  mean  "  dross "  or  "  false  coin,"  or 
"  treasure  that  rusts."  ^ 

This  view  will  be  confirmed  if  it  can  be  shown  hereafter 
that  the  other  precepts  in  Mark's  Mission  of  the  Twelve 
are  metaphorical.^ 

^  Mt.  vL  19,  20.  '  Rev.  iii.  18.  •  Philo  i.  503. 

*  Sir.  xiL  10.  "  Jas.  v.  3,  4. 

•  Hence,  to  have  brass  for  one's  girdle  would  suggest  being  '*  girt  with  false- 
hood." On  the  other  side,  gold  is  the  symbol  of  truth,  and  Jesus  is  (Rev.  i.  13), 
"girt  .  .  .  with  a  goldtn  girdle."  Comp.  Ephes.  vi.  14  "having  girded  your 
loins  with  truth."  There  is  some  doubt  about  the  precise  meaning  of  the  extra- 
canonical  saying,  assigned  to  Jesus  by  many  good  authorities,  "  Be  sterling  (S6kih<h.) 
exchangers "  :  but  it  at  all  events  harmonizes  with  the  tendency  of  the  passages 
above  quoted.  It  is  possible  that  having  "brass"  in  one's  girdle  may  have 
also  included  the  notion  of  being  encumbered  with  "the  sin  that  doth  so  easily 
beset  us." 

'  [390  (ii)  («)  a]  This  must  be  reserved  for  a  Synoptic  commentary.  But  the 
interpretation  can  be  suggested  here. 

(l)  "  Sandals."  Mk.  says  "  But  shod  with  sandals"  Mt.  "  do  net  obtain  .  .  . 
shoes,"  Lk.  om.  (but  Lk.  x.  4,  Mission  of  the  Seventy,  "  net  shoes"). 

In  Greek  literature,  "sandal"  (Hesych.,  and  see  Index  to  Lucian)  means  a 
woman's  shoe  (or,  very  rarely  indeed,  a  man's  bedroom  slipper,  Theocr.  xxiv.  36 
"  rise  up  [from  bed],  Amphitryon  .  .  .  not  even  putting  on  your  j/»)i^rj ").  In 
New  Hebrew  the  Greek  word  was  transliterated  (Vi»)  to  represent  something 
quite  different  from  Vpjo  (Bibl.  Hebr.  mostly  Syj)  "shoe,"  or  "boot."     The 
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§31.  {Mt-Lk.)  Herod  "the  teirarch"  Mk.  differs 


Mt.  xiv.  I. 

"Herod  the  teirarch 
heard  the  report  of 
Jesus." 


Lk.  ix.  7. 

"But  Herod  the 
tetrarch  heard  all  that 
was  coming  to  pass 
and  was  sore  per- 
plexed." 


Mk.  vi.  14,  20. 

"  And  King  Herod 
heard  [it],  for  his 
name  had  -  become 
known  .  .  .  and  he 
kept  him  safe,^  and 
having  heard  him  he 
was  much  perplexed  "^ 
and  he  heard  him 
gladly." 


Hebrew  "sandal"  was  of  harder  leather  than  the  "shoe"  (Hot.  Hebr.  on  Mt. 
X.  10) ;  its  sole  was  sometimes  of  wood,  and  it  was  '*  open  both  ways  so  that  one 
might  put  in  his  foot  either  before  or  behind."  Wetstein  (on  Mt.  x.  10)  quotes 
Bava  Bathra,  f  58.  i  "  Sandals  in  summer,  (d'Svms)  shoes  in  winter " ;  but  R. 
Sam.  ben  Meir  (Levy,  Neuhebraisch-Wdrterbuch,  Vi30)  explained  this  as  meaning 
that  the  "  sandal "  was  to  be  under  the  bed  and  out  of  the  way  in  summer,  when 
not  used,  and  the  shoe  in  winter.  Apparently  the  Jewish  "sandal"  might  be 
either  a  clog  or  a  light  shoe.  In  any  case  the  Jews  drew  a  marked  distinction 
between  the  "boot  or  shoe  (iJir65j;Aia,  hyio)"  and  the  "sandal  ("yijo) "  :  "The 
pulling  off  of  the  shoe  [of  the  husband's  brother,"  Deut.  xxv.  9]  is  right :  and  of 
the  sandal,  if  it  hath  a  heel,  is  right ;  but  if  not,  it  is  not  right"  (Hor.  Hebr.  on 
Mt.  X.  10). 

The  LXX  gives  practically  no  assistance  as  to  the  meaning  of  aaviiXiw,  It 
renders  '?V3  (Tromm.)  (21)  vir6S7]iM  (i)  aavidXiov,  the  latter  occurring  in  Is.  xx.  2, 
where  possibly  the  LXX  meant  that  the  prophet  was  to  wear  nothing  on  his  feet, 
not  even  "sandals."  In  Josh.  ix.  5,  it  occurs  in  a  conflation  with  vvoS-/}iut.Ta  to 
represent  Vyj.  In  Judith  x.  4,  xvi.  9  mention  is  made  of  a  woman's  "sandals," 
according  to  Greek  usage. 

One  suggested  explanation  of  Mk.'s  use  of  cavMXta  is  that  he  "disliked  the 
repetition  of  iirodeSeii^vovi  itrod-fifjuiTa."  This  is  particularly  futile  in  face  of  the 
fact  that  Mk.  is  that  one  of  the  Synoptists  who  least  objects  to  such  reduplications, 
and  who  is  least  affected  by  considerations  of  style.  The  best  explanation  is  based 
on  Eph.  vi.  15  "  Having  shod  your  feet  with  the  preparation  of  the  gospel  of 
peace,"  and  recognizing  "  sandals  "  as  used  in  the  Jevnsh  sense  to  denote  the 
shoes  of  pilgrims. 

Wetstein  (on  Mk.  vi.  9)  quotes  a  Targum,   "  How  beautiful  are  the  feet  of 


^  "Kept  him  safe"  ffwerripei,  A.V.  "observed  him."     The  word  is  used  of 
obeying,  or  "  observing,"  laws,  commandments  etc.,  but  not  of  obeying  persons. 

-  "He  was  much  perplexed"  iroXXA  rpropei.     D  iiroUi  "did  many  things," 
and  so  SS  (393^). 

112 


OF  MARK  [an] 

(i)  •'  The  tetrarch  " 

[891]  Herod — though  technically  only  a  "tetrarch" 
(Hebr.  "  prince  the  fourth ") — might,  and  probably  would, 
be  called  "  king  "  both  by  his  subjects  and  by  the  Galilaean 
Church,  which  would  regard  Herod  as  fulfilling  the  Psalmist's 
(Ps.  ii.  2)  prophecy  that  "  the  h'tigs  of  the  earth  set  them- 
selves .  .  .  against  the  Lord  and  against  his  Anointed  {t.e. 
Christ) "  ;  so  that  "  king "  would  probably  be  the  title  used 
in  the  earliest  Gospels.  But  the  substitution  of  "  tetrarch  " 
would  be  very  natural  in  later  Gospels,  partly  to  distinguish 
Herod  the  tetrarch  from  his  father  Herod  the  king,  and 
partly  to  meet  the  objections  of  controversialists  ;  who  might 
justly  say  that  the  tetrarch  not  only  was  never  king  but 
also  brought  ruin  on  himself  in  the  attempt  to  induce  the 
Roman  Emperor  to  make  him  king.^ 

Israelites  going  up  to  appear  before  God  thrice  in  the  year  with  sandals  of  yew  I" 
This  alludes  to  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah  ("How  beautiful  are  the  feet  .  .  .") 
about  those  who  were  to  "preach  the  Gospel  of  peace."  The  meaning  is  that 
the  Evangelists  were  to  be,  metaphorically,  shod  lightly^  or  literally,  free  from 
encumbrance. 

The  word  o-ay^dXia  occurs  in  N.T.,  elsewhere,  only  in  Acts  xii.  8,  one  among 
several  of  Mk.'s  words  (like  »fp<i/3aTT0j)  rejected  by  Lk.  in  the  Gospel  but  retained 
by  him  in  the  I'etrine  portions  of  the  Acts.  The  narrative  of  Peter's  release 
describes  a  probably  historical  fact  in  symbolical  language,  and  the  use  of  traf  SdXta 
there  is  one  of  many  symbolical  features. 

(2)  "  Two  tunics."  Mk.  says,  "  Do  noi  put  on  two  tunics."  Mt.  omits  "  put- 
on,"  Lk.  substitutes  "have."  The  richer  classes  wore  (Lk.  iii  11)  "two 
tunics."  Perhaps  Jesus  meant,  "Do  not  affect  the  manners  of  the  rich."  But 
comp.  Joseph.  Ant.  xvii.  5.  7,  describing  the  detection  of  a  letter  in  a  man's  inner 
tunic,  "for  he  had/«/  0/1,"  says  Josephus,  "two  tunics."  Hor.  Hebr.  on  Mt.  x. 
9  says,  '•  that  which  in  the  Mishna  is  his  purse  (i^'oin),  in  the  Gemara  is  imnsK, 
which  was  an  inner  garment ,  with  pockets  to  hold  money  and  necessaries."  Lk., 
in  the  Mission  of  the  Seventy,  omits  "/tw;  tunics  "  but  inserts  (Lk.  x.  4)  *' purse" 
perhaps  as  being  implied  in  the  inner  of  the  "two  tunics."  This,  then,  is  a 
precept  that  might  be  taken  literally.  But  probably  the  disciples  of  Jesus  never 
wore  "two  tunics,"  and  had  no  need  to  be  cautioned  against  the  habit ;  and  the 
caution  was  intended  to  warn  them  against  encumbrances  of  all  kinds. 

'  Possibly,  but  not  probably,  there  may  have  been  confusion  of  Hebrew.     In 
Josh.  XV.  7,  the  word  "fourth" — required  here  to  make  up  "tetrarch" — is  sub- 
stituted by  the  Septuagmt  for  the  name  "  Debir,"  the  letters  of  which  regularly 
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(ii)  ''perplexed"  etc. 

[392]  The  omission  of  almost  all  these  details  by 
Matthew  and  Luke  is  probably  to  be  explained  by  their 
being  conflations — arising  from  the  similarity  between  the 
Hebrew  words  "  hear,"  "  observe  "  (or,  "  keep  "),  and  "  am 
perplexed  " — based  upon  one  of  two  originals,  either  "  Herod 
heard  his  hearing  {i.e.  his  report,  or  fame),"  or  "  Herod  was 
perplexed  with  perplexity  "  i.e.  was  sore  perplexed.' 

Luke,  who  omits  the  whole  account  of  the  dancing  of 
the  daughter  of  Herodias,  nevertheless  adopts  this  one 
tradition — "  the  sore  perplexity  "  of  Herod.  But  he  refers 
it,  not  to  the  period  during  the  Baptist's  life,  but  after  his 
death.  He,  too,  like  Mark,  connects  it  with  "  Herod  heard  " 
— but  in  a  different  way.  Mark  connects  the  "  perplexity  " 
with  Herod  "  hearing "  the  preaching  of  the  Baptist,  Luke 
with  Herod  "  hearing "  rumours  that  the  Baptist  had  risen 
from  the  dead? 

[393]  As  for  Mark's  statement  that  Herod  "heard  John 
gladly,"  it  may  be  either  a  free  rendering  of  the  Hebrew 
"  hearing  he  heard  [about]  him "  (which  Mark  may  have 
wrongly  interpreted  "  he  heard  with  all  his  heart ")  ;  or 
"  hear "  may  be   confused  with  "  rejoice,"  as    it    is   on   one 

mean  "word,"  "speech,"  "utterance,"  "report."  Now  the  phrase  "for  the 
word  of"  is  regularly  used  for  "Iwcause  of."  Hence  the  original  of  Mark  might 
be  :  "  And  there  heard  [it]  Herod  the  prince  for  Ike  word  of  \i.e.  because  of]  his 
fame."  If  this  was  the  original,  Mark  has  freely  paraphrased  it  in  "for  his  fame 
had  become  known":  Matthew  and  Luke  have  taken  "the  prince  y<?/-  the  word 
of"  as  "the  prince  of  the  fourth  part"  i.e.  the  Tetrarch  :  and  there  was 
certainly  more  inducement  for  them  to  do  this  than  for  the  Septuagint  in  Joshua. 
Delitzsch  renders/ ',tetrarch  "  by  pan.rnr.  Josh.  xv.  7  "  Debir  (man)  "=t6  rirafrrw 
(1^.  rryan).  The  phrase  "  for  the  word  of  (manSp)  "  (Chald.)  =  ?veKe»'(i) ;  "i3n^p= 
iviKev  (6),  ftrt  (2),  irepl  (3). 

^  [392a]  ";Hear"  =  (a)  per;  "keep"  =  (*)  tdi?  ;  "am  perplexed  "  =  (<•)  tnv; 
(a)  and  (jb)  are  prob.  confused  in  Is.  lix.  16,  xliii.  12  (comp.  Mk.  x.  22 
aTirfv6.<ja%=yii.  xix.  22,  Lk.  xviii.  23  iKoiiaas)  :  {d)  and  (c)  are  confused  in  Exod. 
xxi.  29,  36,  Mic,  vi.  16. 

^  Lk.  ix.  7  fJKovaev  5i  .  .  .  Kal  dir)w6p£i,  where  Mk.  vi.  14  has  simply  Kal 
IJKOVffev, 
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(occasion  in  two  parallel  Hebrew  passages.'  Even  the  various 
reading  in  Mark  (D  and  SS),  "  he  did  many  things  "  (instead 
of  "  he  was  much  perplexed  "),  may  perhaps  be  explained  by 
Hebrew  corruption.  It  is  true  that  the  words  are  very 
similar  in  Greek  :  but  we  also  find  "  hear "  translated  once 
by  "  do  "  in  the  Septuagint.^ 

§  32.  {Mt -Lk^^' withdrawing''  or'' drawing  back"  ;  Mk.differs 


Mt.  xiv.  12-13. 

\After  the  Baptist's 
death] 

"  And  his  [John's] 
disciples  came  to 
[him]  and  took  up 
the  corpse  and  buried 
him,  and  came  and 
brought  word  to  Jesus, 
but  when  Jesus  heard 
it  he  mihdrew  thence 
in  a  boat  to  a  desert 
place  apart." 


Lk.  ix.  10. 

[After  Luke's  account 
of  Herod's  perplex- 
ity concerning  Jesus'] 

"And  the  Apostles 

returned  and  related 

to  him  all  that  they 

had  done.     And  he 

took  them  with  him 

and  dreiv-hskcV.  apart 

to  a  city  called  Beth- 

saida.' 


Mk.  vi.  29—32. 

[After  the  Baptist's 
death] 

"  And  when  his 
[John's]  disciples 
heard  [of  his  death] 
they  came  and  took 
up  his  corpse  and  put 
it  in  a  tomb.  And 
the  Apostles  gathered 
together  unto  Jesus 
and  brought  him  word 
of  all  that  they  had 
done  and  all  that  they 
had  taught.  And  he 
saith  unto  them, 
Come  ye  (emph.) 
yourselves  apart  to  a 
desert  place  and  rest 
awhile  .  .  .  and  they 
went  away  in  the  boat 
to  a  desert  place  apart." 

^  [393a]  2 K.  XX.  13  " hearkened  (vdt),"  LXX  "rejoiced "  =  Is.  xxxix.  2  "  was 
glad  (nop),"  and  so  Exod.  iv.  31  "heard,"  LXX  "rejoiced."  The  Gk.  "gladly 
(^wf)"  occurs  elsewhere  in  N.T.  only  in  2  Cor.  xi.  19,  and  Mk.  xii.  37  "the 
common  people  heard  h\m  gladly"  (a  clause  rejected  by  Mt.-Lk.)  where  "gladly" 
is  probably  a  conflation  of  "  hear." 

'  [393^]  I  K.  viii.  30  "When  thou  hearest  (npon),"  irot-fyrw  (?  leg.  nrp). 
The  parallel  2  Chr.  vi.  21  is  rightly  translated  by  LXX.  In  Mk.  vi.  20,  D  reads 
fiTMft  for  uTopu  :  SS  "  And  many  things  that  he  heard  from  him  he  did." 


[394]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

The  verbal  agreement  between  Matthew  and  Luke, 
though  it  consists  in  no  more  than  a  portion  of  a  word 
("  -draw "),  is  not  the  result  of  accident,  and  it  affords  an 
insight  into  the  obscurities  of  the  original  Hebrew  Gospel. 

(i)    Who  "  brought  word "?     And  what  "  word "  ? 

[394]  Mark  and  Luke  say  that  "  the  Apostles"  Matthew 
that  the  Baptist's  disciples,  "  bring  word  "  to  Jesus.  Accord- 
ing to  Matthew,  the  "  word  "  was  about  the  Baptist's  death  ; 
according  to  Mark  and  Luke,  about  the  "  doings  and 
teachings "  of  "  the  Apostles  " — or  rather  (according  to 
Luke)  not  teachings,  but  "  doings  "  only. 

This  indicates  obscurity  in  the  early  text.  There  can 
have  been  no  subject,  in  the  original  Hebrew,  except  "  they." 
Who  "  they  "  were  had  to  be  determined  from  the  context 
But  if  the  sentence  came  at  the  beginning  of  a  detached 
tradition — the  story  of  the  Feeding  of  the  Five  Thousand — 
"  they  "  could  not  be  defined  with  certainty,  and  Evangelists 
would  vary  in  defining  it.  There  is  no  obscurity  now  in 
Mark  ;  for  he  now  mentions,  definitely,  "  apostles."  But  it 
is  a  remarkable  fact  that  he  uses  the  term  "  apostles " 
(probably)  nowhere  else.^  "  Apostles "  therefore  is,  very 
probably,  a  late  insertion,  not  recognized  by  Matthew, 
though  adopted  by  Luke. 

[395  (i)]  Also  as  regards  the  nature  of  the  news,  there  is 
no  obscurity  now  in  Mark  :  "  all  that  they  had  done  and  all 
that  they  had  taught."  But  why  does  Luke  reject  "  all  that 
they  had  taught "  ?  Probably  because  the  original  Hebrew 
contained  either  (like  Matthew)  no  object  of  the  verb,  or,  if 
there  was  an  object,  merely  "  all  that  had  been  done!'  This 
(whether  a  part  of  the  Original,  or  a  Hebrew  addition)  might 
be    interpreted    "  all    that    they,  the    messengers,   had   done!' 

M^  [394a]   "Apostles"  is  doubtful   in   Mk.    iii.    14.     Mk.   mostly  has   "the 
disciples"  or  "the  Twelve.". 
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Mark  and  Luke  interpreted  it  thus,  because  they  believed 
the  messengers  to  be  "  the  Apostles  " — Mark  adding  "  all  that 
they  had  taught"  for  definiteness,  to  explain  that  something 
more  was  meant  than  mere  "  doing,"  i.e.  casting  out  devils, 
etc.*  Hut  Matthew  thought  the  messengers  were  the  disciples 
of  John  the  Baptist,  returning  from  tlie  burial  of  their  Master. 
He  might  therefore  naturally  infer  that  "  all  that  had  been 
done "  (if  it  was  in  the  Hebrew  Original)  referred  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  Baptist's  death  ;  and  from  that  point  of 
view  he  might  decide  to  omit  the  words  because  they  raised 
a  question  as  to  the  meaning,  which  would  (he  thought)  be 
clearer  without  them. 

(ii)  "  Come  ye,  etc."  why  omitted  by  Matthew  and  Luke 

[395  (ii)]  It  is  impossible  to  believe  that  Matthew  and 
Luke  recognized  these  beautiful  words  as  Christ's,  uttered  at 
this  point,  and  yet  omitted  them  for  the  sake  of  brevity. 
The  most  probable  explanation  of  their  omission  is  that  they 
regarded  them  as  an  evangelistic  paraphrase  intended  to 
explain  some  obscure  expression  latent  in  the  "  withdraw- 
ing "  or  "  drawing-back." 

[396]  Luke's  word  ("  drew  back  ")  is  almost  non-occurrent 
in  the  Septuagint,^  but  it  is  used  by  Symmachus  in  the 
Psalmist's  description  of  "  the  young  lions "  seeking  their 
prey :  "  the  sun  ariseth,  they  get-them-away"  where  the  Hebrew 
means  "  gather," — a  word  used  in  many  senses.^  A  man  may 
be  "  gathered  "  to  his  fathers,  i.e.  die  ;  or  "  gathered  "  into  the 
congregation,  after  separation,  i.e.  be  restored  ;  or  "  gathered  " 

'  [395  (i)  a]  See  Cltu  (174-5)  for  an  instance  of  variation  arising  from  the 
Hebrew  "that  which  had  been  done."  For  a  similar  amplification,  or  conflation 
see  Mk.  v.  19,  Lk.  viii.  39.  There  Lk.  ("how  great  things  God  hath  done  for 
thee")  has  preserved  the  original ;  but  Mk.  conflates  this  with  "and  hath  pitied 
thee." 

'  It  occurs  thrice,  but  does  not  represent  a  Hebrew  word  except  in  Sir.  xiii.  9 
"  distant  (pim)  "  wroxwp««'. 

'  Ps.  civ.  22  "  they  get  them  away  (pDOK'),"  <rvr/ix9ii<ra¥. 
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to  a  refuge,  i.e.  flee  ;  or  "  gathered "  into  a  house,  i.e.  be 
hospitably  entertained.  The  possibilities  of  mistranslation 
of  the  word  are  illustrated  by  the  Psalm  above  quoted  where 
the  Revised  Version  has  "  get-thcm-away,"  but  the  Author- 
ized and  the  Septuagint  "gather  themselves  together." 
Again,  where  the  Revised  has  "  I  will  smite  you  .  .  .  and 
ye  shall  be  gathered  together  within  your  cities  and  I  will 
send  the  pestilence  among  you,"  the  sense  would  obviously 
be  satisfied  by  "  ye  shall  be  destroyed  within  your  cities  for 
I  will  send  ...  "  ;  and  the  Septuagint  has  "  ye  shall  flee 
into  your  cities,"  ^ 

[397]  From  all  this  it  follows  that  a  Hebrew  original, 
meaning  that  the  Messiah  '*  received,"  or  "  gathered,"  the 
depressed  disciples,  at  the  critical  time  when  they  were  cast 
down  by  the  death  of  the  Baptist,  might  be  mistranslated 
so  as  to  mean  that  He  "withdrew"  to  the  desert.  And,  for 
Matthew  at  all  events,  there  might  be  a  prejudice  in  favour 
of  the  latter  interpretation  because  he  regarded  it  as  the 
fulfilment  of  a  special  prophecy."  But  on  the  other  hand 
there  were  predictions  that  the  Lord  would  "  gather  the 
outcasts  of  Israel "  ;  and  such  an  act  was  most  appropriate 
at  this  point  when  the  Evangelist  is  preparing  the  reader 
for  the  story  of  the  feeding  of  the  flock  :  for  the  feeding 
must  be  preceded  by  "  gathering." '     On  the  whole,  Mark's 

^  Lev.  xxvi.  25,  A.V.  inserts  "when"  so  as  to  give  '^^ when  ye  are  gathered 
...   I  will  send." 

^  [397<i]  Mt.  xii.  15-21  "And  Jesus,  perceiving  it,  withdrew  {d,vi\w(n)ctv) 
.  .  .  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  .  .  .  '  He  shall  not  strive,  nor  cry  aloud,  neither  shall 
any  one  hear  his  voice  in  the  streets  .  .  .'"  ' kvaxupuv  is  never  used  by  Luke, 
who  here  prefers  viroxupetv.  Mk.  iii.  7  uses  it  once,  Jn.  vi.  15  once  (of  Jesus 
"withdrawing,"  but  Tisch.  "fleeth  (^eiJvet) "  from  the  attempt  to  make  Him  a 
king).  Mt.  uses  it  four  times  of  Jesus.  Aquila  uses  the  word  to  mean  rapid 
"flight  (nij)."  If  frequently  used,  it  might  expose  Christians  to  the  objection 
that  their  Master  was  a  constant  fugitive — a  charge  brought  by  Celsus.  Jn.'s 
special  context  avoids  that  danger. 

'  Is.  xi.  12  (R.V.)  "shall  assemble  the  outcasts  of  Israel,"  <rwaf«  roiit 
iiiroKonivovi  'lapaiiK,  comp.  Mic.  iv.  6  (R.V.)  "I  will  assemble  her  that  halteth," 
where  the  word  means  rather  "hospitably  entertain,"  as  in  Judg.  xix.  18  (R.V.) 
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interpretation,  regarded  as  a  paraphrase,  appears  closer  to 
the  original  than  that  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  though  the 
latter  were  verbally  correct  in  rejecting  the  words  "  come 
ye  ..." 

(iii)    The  Original 

[398]  This  was  probably  extremely  brief,  and  verbally 
far  more  like  Luke  than  like  Mark  :  "  And  they  gathered 
to  him  and  told  him  all  that  had  been  done.  And  he 
gathered  them  in  a  dry  and  desert  place."  ^  Luke  interpreted 
this  "  took  them  with  him  and  drew  back"  But,  if  Mark  is 
true  to  the  spirit  of  the  tradition,  it  meant,  "  He  gathered 
them  "  as  a  shepherd  "  gathers  "  stray  sheep  into  the  flock,  or 
"  gathers  "  the  whole  flock  to  give  them  water — thus  implying 
the  gift  of  safety,  rest,  and  refreshment.  In  order  to  make 
it  clear  that  the  meaning  was  causative,  "he  made  them  rest," 
or  "  caused  them  to  rest,"  an  early  editor  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel 
may  have  inserted  the  command  in  the  margin  and  also  the 
reason  for  it ;  adding,  in  effect :  "  He  commanded  them  saying 
*  Come  and  rest,  and  take  refreshment.' "  Then,  when  "  take 
refreshment "  came  to  be  interpreted  as  "  eat,"  it  became 
necessary  to  add  ivhy  they  had  had  no  food, 

[399]  Matthew  and  Luke  are  right  in  rejecting  all  this 
as  not  a  part  of  the  original  Gospel,  and  also  as  giving  (if 
interpreted  literally)  a  too  materialistic  preparation  for  the 
P'eeding  of  the  Five  Thousand.  But  if  we  understand 
"  Rest  awhile "  to  mean  spiritual  rest,  Mark's  interpolation 
leads   us    to  a   true  view  of  Christ's  action   at   the  critical 

"no  man  taketh  me  into  his  house,"  where  R.V.  does  not  venture  to  give 
'•assembles."  .So  too  in  Ps.  xxvii.  lo  (R.V.)  "the  Lord  will  take  me  «/  (lit. 
gather  me),"  ir/xxreXd/Srro. 

'  For  the  repetition  of  the  verb,  first  applied  to  the  flock  and  then  to  the 
sliephenl,  comp.  Ueut.  xxx,  2,  3  "(when  thou)  shalt  return  unto  the  Lord  thy 
(1<m1  .  .  .  then  the  Lord  thy  Go<l  will  .  .  .  return  and  gather  thee  .  .  ." 
For  mention  of  "gathering"  a  flock  for  watering,  or  "gathering"  stray  sheep  or 
oxen,  sec  Gen.  xxix.  3,  Deut.  xxiL  2. 

For  the  parallelism  l)ctween  "the  boat,"  "  Bethesda,"  etc.,  sec  Glut  (167-71). 
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moment  of  the  Baptist's  death.  He  came  forward  as  the 
Shepherd  of  Israel  "  to  gather  the  flock  in  a  dry  and  desert 
place,"  His  "  withdrawal  "  was  a  mere  detail.  The  essential 
fact  was  His  "  gathering." 

§  33.  {Mk:)  "on  foot"  {Mt.)  "  followed  on  foot" 
(Lk.)  "followed" 

Mk.  vi.  33.  Mt  xiv.  13.  Lk.  ix.  11. 

" , . .  many, and  on  "the      multitudes      ^^  i\\t  multitudes  .  .  . 

foot  from  all  the  cities     followed  him  on  foot."     followed  liim^ 
they     ran     together 
there." 

[400]  See  Clue  (166),  where  it  has  been  shewn  that  "on 
foot "  is  an  error  for  "  followed."  Luke  has  preserved  the 
right  tradition.  Mark  has  a  wrong  one.  Matthew  has 
conflated  the  two.  "  Multitudes  "  is  another  translation  of 
the  Hebrew  "  many." 

§  34.  {Mk.)  "teach;'  {Mt.)  "cured;'  {Lk.)  "healed"^ 
Mk.  vi.  34. 


"  And  he  came 
forth  and  saw  a  great 
multitude,  and  he 
had  compassion  upon 
them  because  they 
were  as  sheep  not 
having  a  shepherd, 
and  he  began  to 
teach  them  many 
things." 


Mt.  xiv.  14(a),  ix.  36, 
xiv.  14  {d). 
"  And  he  came 
forth  and  saw  a  great 
multitude,  and  he 
had  compassion  upon 
them :  (ix.  36)  be- 
cause they  were  dis- 
tressed and  scattered, 
as  sheep  not  having 
a  shepherd  :  (xiv.  14 
(^),  and  he  cured  their 
sick." 


Lk.  ix.  II. 

"  And  he  received 
them  and  spake  to 
them  concerning  the 
kingdom  of  God ; 
and  them  that  had 
need  of  cure  he 
healed:' 


*  Mt-Lk.'s  agreement  here  is  one  oi  fact  rather  than  of  word.  "  Cured  "  = 
iOepdirevaey  :  "  healed  "  =  iaTo.  The  former  sometimes  means  "  (at)tend  "  without 
heahng:  here,  though  "heal"  would  be  a  better  rendering,  "  cured"  is  used  to 
distinguish  it  from  Lk.'s  verb,  "healed,"  and  to  assimilate  it  to  Lk.'s  noun, 
"cure,  6tpaw(las." 
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(i)  {Mk.-Mt.)  "  had  compassion  on  "  =  {Lk.)  "  received" 

[401]  The  Septuagint  uses  of  the  Greek  word  "receive 
{into  one's  house,  etc.]"*  shew  that  it  is  almost  restricted  to 
the  redemption,  or  deliverance,  of  Israel.  The  Hebrew  occurs 
in  Isaiah's  description  of  the  Messianic  Shepherd  :  "  Like  a 
shepherd  his  flock  shall  he  shepherd  ;  in  his  arm  shall  he 
receive  {^.Y.  gather)  the  lambs."'-'  In  this  sense, the  Septua- 
gint once  translates  it  "take  pity  on."^  Mark  is  quite  justi- 
fied in  rendering  it  "  have  compassion  on,"  but  Luke  is,  from 
the  Septuagint  point  of  view,  more  justified  in  rendering  it 
"  received." 

(ii)  "  S/ieep  not  having  a  s/iepherd" 

[402]  Why  does  Luke  (at  all  events  apparently)  omit 
this  ?  Probably  because  it  was  not  a  part  of  the  original 
Gospel,  but  a  quotation  from  Zechariah,  inserted  in  the 
margin  of  the  earliest  Hebrew  Gospel  here  to  illustrate  the 
obscure  and  disputed  words  that  follow.  Zechariah's  words 
— which  are  of  importance  as  they  may  have  given  rise  to  the 
tradition  about  "  curing  " — are  these  :  "  They  go  their  way 
like  sheep  ;  they  are  afflicted  because  there  is  no  sheplierd" 
translated  by  the  Septuagint,  "They  were  dried  up  (or, 
pulled  up)  like  sheep,  and  were  afflicted  because  there  was 
no  healing."^ 

'  [401<t]  Luke  uses  iiroSex^ffdai,  a  compound  that  did  not  commend  itself  to 
the  LXX,  which  prefers  flffS^ofiai,  i.e.  "  receive  into  (one's  embrace,  house,  etc.)." 
This  occurs  14  times  in  Heb.  LXX  (always  =  pp),  generally  (11)  denoting  the 
"reception,"  "welcome,"  or  "gathering  from  the  Gentiles,"  of  Israel  by  their 
Saviour.  '  Is.  xl.  11. 

'  [401*1  Is.  liv.  7  (R.  v.),  "  with  great  mercies  will  I  gather  thee."  The  L.XX 
is  perhaps  closer  to  the  spirit :  "With  great  pity  will  I  take  pity  on  thee  (akt' 
(X/oi'f  itJC)i6Xov  i\rfytu  <r«)." 

*  [402a]  Zech.  x.  2  "go  their  way  (lyoj),"  ^fij/xix^ijira*',  v.r.  iii\fBytaa». 
"  Healing "=  tofftt.  The  verb  means  literally,  "pluck  up  tent-p^s  to  resume 
a  journey."  Matthew  seems  to  interpret  it  as  "  plucked,"  "  pulled  about," 
"worried,"  iaKvXpJvM.  Luke  may  have  taken  "because  there  was  no  healing" 
as  e<piivalent  to  "they  were  in  need  of  cure  and  could  not  obtain  it." 
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If  this  explanation  is  correct,  the  Hebrew  insertion  proved 
even  more  obscure  than  the  words  it  was  intended  to  explain. 
Mark  omits  most  of  the  difficult  words  mistranslated  by 
the  Septuagint.  Matthew  (ix.  36)  mistranslates  them  in  a 
different  way,  and  assigns  them  to  a  different  period.  Luke 
perhaps  retained  a  vestige  of  the  Septuagint  mistranslation 
("  no  healing  ")  in  his  mention  of  "  those  who  had  need  of 
cure." 

(iii)  "  Teach  .  .  .  many  things" 

[403]  This  may  have  been  an  erroneous  translation  of 
"  Like  a  shepherd  he  shepherded  them,"  which  was  written 
in  the  Hebrew  Gospel  as  a  fulfilment  of  Isaiah's  prediction 
"  Like  a  shepherd  shall  he  shepherd."  ^  Mark,  or  some 
authority  followed  by  him,  took  this  for  the  reduplicated 
Hebrew  verb,  and  by  reading  T  for  t  he  converted  "shepherd" 
to  "know" — as  the  Septuagint  has  {Cluel)  been  shewn  to  do — 
and  this,  taken  causatively  as  "  cause  to  know,"  was  rendered 
"  teach."  Then  he  paraphrased  "  teaching  he  taught  them  " 
as  "  he  taught  them  many  things." 

Matthew  and  Luke,  perhaps  influenced  by  the  Septuagint 
translation  of  the  above-quoted  prophecy  of  Zechariah, 
regarded  "  healing  "  as  the  meaning  of  "  shepherding."  Luke 
conflated  "  healing  "  with  Mark's  tradition  about  "  teaching," 
only  in  a  different  shape :  "  spake  to  them  concerning  the 
kingdom  of  God."  ^ 

'  Is.  xl.  II,  quoted  above  (401)- 

'  [WS^i]  Other  confusions  that  may  have  a  bearing  on  this  passage  are  2  Chr. 
xxxvi.  16  "remedy  (kbtd),"  tatM=l  Esdr.  i.  49  irpoffri^ai.  (leg.  noKD) :  Job.  xxiii. 
5  "  words  (d«'?d),"  i6.fw.Ta  (?  leg.  n'yo  as  in  2  Chr.  vi.  30)  k  «=»  A  fn^/iara :  2  Chr. 
vi.  30  "forgive  (n^o),"  id<rj}=i  K.  viii.  39  T\em  (<rj).  In  2  Chr.  xxx,  20  "the 
Lord  hearkened  to  Hezekiah  and  healed  (Wo-oto)  the  people,"  the  meaning  is 
"  forgave  them,"  or  "did  not  punish  them." 
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§  34  (<»)•  {Mk-)  "five;*  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  not  .  .  .  save  {or,  more 

tlian)five" 

Mk.  vi.  38.  Ml  xiv.  17.  Lk.  ix  13. 

"They say (Xe7oi;  " But  they  say  to  "But    they    said 

auv)  (n  and  SS  add     him,   We    have    not     (ctTrai/),  (lit.)  There 
"  to  him  ")  Five."  here  save  five."  are  not  to  us  more 

than  five." 

[408  (i)]  This  difference  may  be  explained  by  the 
confusion  between  "not  (nS)"  and  "to  him  (l*?),"  which 
is  recognized  by  the  Masora  as  occurring  fifteen  times  in 
the  Hebrew  text,  and  which  has  very  frequently  influenced 
the  LXX.> 

The  original  was  probably,  "  And  they  said,  Not  (tS) 
[are  there]  to  us  save  (dm  ""D)  five,"  in  which  empJiasis  was 
laid  upon  "  «j,"  meaning,  "If  you  want  us  to  feed  this 
people,  we  have  only  five  loaves."  This  construction  being 
unusual,  "  not "  was  regarded  by  Mark  as  "  to  him,"  so  that 
the  meaning  became,  "  And  they  said  to  him.  To  us  [there 
are]  only  five."  This,  as  usual,  Mark  rendered  (534  (iii)) 
by  the  historic  present,  and  dropped  what  was  superfluous, 
the  result  being  "  They  say,  five." 

Matthew  expressed  "  there  are  not  to  us  "  by  "  we  have 
not"  inserting  "here"  (425  (i))  for  emphasis  (unless  D^n, 
"  hither,"  has  been  confused  with  onS,  "  bread  "). 

Luke  translated  literally,  except  that  he  gave  an  im- 
proved rendering  of  the  Hebrew  "  save "  (which  also  means 
"  except,"  "  only,"  "  but  ")  in  the  shape  of  "  more  than." 

§  35.  {Mt~Lk.)  "•  tliat  which  superaboumied"  Mk.  ornits 

Mk.  vi.  43.  Mt  xiv.  20.  Lk.  ix.  17. 

"And   they  took  "And  they  took  "And   there   was 

up     broken     pieces     up  that  which  super-     taken  up  that  which 

'  .Sec  Ciesenius,  ed.  Oxf.,  nV  ;  the  more  usual  word  would  be  pn,  but  mS  is  used 
for  cmpluuis  as  in  Ps.  cxv.  1  "not  unto  us." 
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filling  [lit.  the  fillings      abounded      of      the      superabounded    to 
of]  twelve  baskets."        broken  pieces,  twelve     them  of  the  broken 
baskets  full."  pieces,    twelve    bas- 

kets." 

[404]  A  complete  explanation  of  the  departure  from 
Mark's  "  filling  "  to  the  later  "  superabound  "  is  afforded  by 
the  hypothesis  of  an  original  Hebrew  word,  literally  meaning 
"  filling  "  or  "  fullness,"  but  hence  used  to  mean  that  "  over- 
fullness,"  or  "  superabundance,"  which  is  to  be  given  to  God's 
ministers  as  "  tithes  "  or  "  first-fruits."  In  Ex.  xxii.  29  it  is 
rendered  (R.V.)  "abundance"  (A.V.  "  first"),  but  marg."  Heb. 
thy  fullness"  in  Num.  xviii.  27  (R.V.  and  A.V.)  "fullness." 
In  Deut.  xxii.  9,  it  means  "  the  whole  [of  the  farmer's  labour]," 
explained  in  the  context  as  including  "  seed  "  and  "  crop," 
but  the  Septuagint  translates  "  whole  "  by  "  crop."  ^ 

[405]  Mark  has  here  translated  it  literally, "the  fillings." 
But  this  does  not  give  the  spirit  of  the  original,  which  means 
"  the  over-filling,"  possibly  suggesting  that  there  "  super- 
abounded  "  as  it  were  tithes  to  the  Apostles.  Accordingly 
Mark  himself  in  the  Miracle  of  the  Four  Thousand  adopts 
the  word  "  superabundances."  And  John  has  "  super- 
abound  "  in  the  Miracle  of  the  Five  Thousand.'^  Thus  there 
is  a  general  consent  against  Mark's  text  here.  But  his 
error  is  probably  nothing  more  than  literal  translation. 

§  36.  {Mt-Lk.)  the  '' evir  generation  :  Mk.  omits  ''evil" 

Mk.  viii.  12.  Mt.  xvi.  4.  Lk.  xi.  29. 

"Why   doth    this  "A generation <?z//7  "This  generation 

generation     seek    a     and  adulterous  seek-     is  an  evil  generation, 
sign  ? "  eth  after  a  sign."  It  seeketh  a  sign." 

'  [404a]  (hk^)  Ex.  xxii.  29  iwapxii,  Num.  xviii.  27  i<t>alpeiJM,  Deut.  xxii. 
9  yivfifM.  In  Deut.  xxii.  9  R.V.  has  '*  lest  ihe-whoU-fruit  {marg.  fulness,  nK^n) 
be  forfeited — the  seed  which  thou  hast  sown  and  the  increase  of  the  vineyard," 
A.V.  "  lest  the  fruii  of  thy  seed  which  thou  hast  sown  and  the  fruit  of  the  vine- 
yard be  defiled,"  missing  the  meaning,  as  the  LXX  also  does. 

*  Mk.  viii.  8  vepiffafvfjMTa,  Jn.  vi.  13  iirepiaffevtraf. 
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[406]  This  adds  one  more  to  the  numerous  instances 
(7)  of  confusion  arising  from  the  similarity  of  T  and  x  The 
original  was  *•  evil,"  and  this  was  read  as  "  why,"  which  is 
often  expressed  in  Hebrew  by  "  knowing  what  ?"  It  has  been 
shewn  (7)  that  "  know  "  and  "  evil  "  are  frequently  confused 
in  the  Septuagint.^ 

[407]  That  Mark  is  wrong  and  Matthew  and  Luke  right, 
is  probable,  because  Mark's  word  is  comparatively  common, 
and  it  is  a  recognised  law  of  documentary  evidence  that  the 
unfamiliar  is  generally  corrupted  to  the  familiar.^ 

§  37.  (Mt.-Lk.)  "  T/te  sign  of  Jonah" ;  Mk.  omits 

Mk.  viii.  12.  Mt.  xvi.  4.  Lk.  xi.  29. 

"Verily  I  say  (lit.)  "A  sign  shall  not  "A  sign  shall  not 

if  there  shall  be  given      be  given  to  it  except  be  given  to  it  except 

a  sign  to  this  genera-      the  sign  of  Jonah  [rep.  the  sign  of  Jonah." 
tion."                              in  Mt.    xii.   39,    "a 

sign  .  .  .  Jonah   the 

prophet "]. 

(i)  "  If  there  shall  be  given  " 

[408]  "If"  sometimes  occurs  in  a  Hebrew  idiom  con- 
taining a  suppressed  adjuration  :  "  [The  Lord  do  thus  and 
thus  unto  me]  if  there  shall  be  given."  In  the  Septuagint  it 
is  frequently  translated  by  a  negative,  which  is  found  here  in 
the  parallel  Matthew  and  Luke.  But  in  the  whole  of  the 
New  Testament  there  is  no  other  instance  of  this  adjurative 
idiom   except   in   the  Epistle  to  the   Hebrews  quoting  the 

'  1406a]  "Evil"  =  jno,  "why"  =  ynD.  Comp.  Prov.  xiiL  19,  xix.  23 
"evil  (jn) "  =  TFUKrti  (bis),  Prov.  xix.  27  " knowledge "  = /caxdi,  Sir.  iii.  24, 
•*  thoughts,"  lit.  *•  knowings  (niyi),"  Tomipd.  In  2  S.  xix.  7,  and  Eccles.  vii.  23, 
"know"  and  "worse  (jn)"  are  severally  mistranslated  and  conflated  with  the 
correct  renderings. 

-  [407<z]  Why  Mk.  omits,  or  Mt.  inserts,  "adulterous,"  is  a  question  not 
strictly  within  our  scope.  But  "  adulterous  "  =  nji,  and  "this"  =  .ni,  and  the 
former  is  a  rarer  word  than  the  latter.     Mt.  is  probably  right. 
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filling  [lit.  the  fillings      abounded      of      the      superabounded    to 
of]  twelve  baskets."        broken  pieces,  twelve      them  of  the  broken 
baskets  full."  pieces,    twelve    bas- 

kets." 

[404]  A  complete  explanation  of  the  departure  from 
Mark's  "  filling  "  to  the  later  "  superabound  "  is  afforded  by 
the  hypothesis  of  an  original  Hebrew  word,  literally  meaning 
"  filling  "  or  "  fullness,"  but  hence  used  to  mean  that  "  over- 
fullness,"  or  "  superabundance,"  which  is  to  be  given  to  God's 
ministers  as  "tithes"  or  "first-fruits."  In  Ex.  xxii.  29  it  is 
rendered  (R.V.)  "  abundance  "  (A.V.  "  first "),  but  marg. "  Heb. 
thy  fullness"  in  Num.  xviii.  27  (R.V.  and  A.V.)  "fullness." 
In  Deut.  xxii.  9,  it  means  "  the  whole  [of  the  farmer's  labour]," 
explained  in  the  context  as  including  "  seed  "  and  "  crop," 
but  the  Septuagint  translates  "  whole  "  by  "  crop."  ^ 

[405]  Mark  has  here  translated  it  literally, "the  fillings." 
But  this  does  not  give  the  spirit  of  the  original,  which  means 
"the  over-filling,"  possibly  suggesting  that  there  "super- 
abounded  "  as  it  were  tithes  to  the  Apostles.  Accordingly 
Mark  himself  in  the  Miracle  of  the  Four  Thousand  adopts 
the  word  "superabundances."  And  John  has  "super- 
abound  "  in  the  Miracle  of  the  Five  Thousand.'^  Thus  there 
is  a  general  consent  against  Mark's  text  here.  But  his 
error  is  probably  nothing  more  than  literal  translation. 

§  36.  {Mt.-Lk.)  the  ''evir  generation:  Mk.  omits  ''evil" 
Mk.  viii.  12.                   Mt.  xvi.  4.  Lk.  xi.  29. 

"Why   doth    this  "A generations/  "This  generation 

generation     seek     a     and  adulterous  seek-  is  an  evil  generation, 

sign  ? "  eth  after  a  sign."  It  seeketh  a  sign." 

^  [404a]  (hnVd)  Ex.  xxii.  29  airapx^.^,  Num.  xviii.  27  d(l>alpena,  Deut.  xxii, 
9  T^J'Wa.  In  Deut.  xxii.  9  R.V.  has  "  lest  ihe-whoU.fruit  (marg.  fulness,  nvhcn) 
be  forfeited— the  seed  which  thou  hast  sown  and  the  increase  of  the  vineyard," 
A.V.  "  lest  the  fruit  of  thy  seed  which  thou  hast  sown  and  the  fruit  of  the  vine- 
yard be  defiled,"  missing  the  meaning,  as  the  LXX  also  does. 

"^  Mk.  viii.  8  irept<ro-ey/xora,  Jn.  vi.  13  iwepia-aevffav. 
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[406]  This  adds  one  more  to  the  numerous  instances 
(7)  of  confusion  arising  from  the  similarity  of  1  and  n.  The 
original  was  "  evil,"  and  this  was  read  as  "  why,"  which  is 
often  expressed  in  Hebrew  by  "  knowing -whdA.}"  It  has  been 
shewn  (7)  that  "  know  "  and  "  evil  "  are  frequently  confused 
in  the  Septuagint.^ 

[407]  That  Mark  is  wrong  and  Matthew  and  Luke  right, 
is  probable,  because  Mark's  word  is  comparatively  common, 
and  it  is  a  recognised  law  of  documentary  evidence  that  the 
unfamiliar  is  generally  corrupted  to  the  familiar.^ 

§  37.  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  The  sign  of  Jonah" ;  Mk.  omits 

Mk.  viii.  12.  Mt.  xvi.  4.  Lk.  xi.  29. 

"Verily  I  say  (lit.)  "A  sign  shall  not  "A  sign  shall  not 

if  there  shall  be  given      be  given  to  it  except  be  given  to  it  except 

a  sign  to  this  genera-      the  sign  of  Jonah  [rep.  the  sign  of  Jonah." 
tion."                                in   Mt.    xii.    39,    "a 

sign  .  .  .  Jonah   the 

prophet "]. 

(i)  "  If  there  shall  be  given  " 

[408]  "If"  sometimes  occurs  in  a  Hebrew  idiom  con- 
taining a  suppressed  adjuration  :  "  [The  Lord  do  thus  and 
thus  unto  me]  ;/  there  shall  be  given."  In  the  Septuagint  it 
is  frequently  translated  by  a  negative,  which  is  found  here  in 
the  parallel  Matthew  and  Luke.  But  in  the  whole  of  the 
New  Testament  there  is  no  other  instance  of  this  adjurative 
idiom   except   in   the  Epistle  to  the   Hebrews  quoting  the 

'  [406a]  •'Evil"  =  yTD,  "why"=ynD.  Comp.  Prov.  xiiL  19,  xix.  23 
"evil  (m) "  =  Tvukrtf  (bis),  Prov.  xix.  27  " knowledge "  =  «ca<cdj,  Sir.  iii.  24, 
•'  thoughts,"  lit.  *'  knowings  (niyn),"  ■wovripd.  In  2  S.  xix.  7,  and  Eccles.  vii.  23, 
"know"  and  "worse  (yn)"  are  severally  mistranslated  and  conflated  with  the 
correct  renderings. 

■■'  [407a]  Why  Mk.  omits,  or  Mt.  inserts,  "adulterous,"  is  a  question  not 
strictly  within  our  scoi>e.  But  "  adulterous  "  =  nji,  and  "this"  =  nj,  and  the 
former  is  a  rarer  word  than  the  latter.     Mt.  is  probably  right. 
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[410]  It  seems  highly  improbable — from  what  we  know 
of  Mark's  scrupulousness  in  inserting  words  of  Jesus  fully, 
even  to  the  extent  of  frequent  conflations — that  he  would, 
on  such  insufficient  grounds,  omit  an  integral  portion  of  a  short 
saying  uttered  by  the  Saviour,  according  to  Mark's  own 
account  ("  Verily  1  say  "),  with  special  solemnity.  Moreover, 
we  find  Matthew  inserting  the  words  "  the  sign  of  Jonah  " 
here,  although  the  discourse  about  Jonah  does  not  follow 
(being  placed  at  an  earlier  stage). 

[411]  Rejecting,  therefore,  the  view  that  Mark  know- 
ingly omitted  the  words,  we  have  to  ask  whether  they  may 
have  sprung  from  a  corruption  of  the  text,  and,  in  particular, 
from  that  Hebraic  interrogative  "if"  which — especially  as 
it  may  have  been  regarded  as  an  adjurative— may  well  have 
caused  great  difficulty  to  evangelists  and  scribes.  We  saw 
above  (372)  that  the  Hebraic  interrogative  "if,"  implying  a 
negative,  was  in  one  passage  probably  conflated  by  Luke 
into  "  if  not,"  so  that  "  Are  we  (lit.  if  we  are)  to  go  away  ?  " 
became  ";/  we  are  not  to  go  away."  More  recently  (409^-) 
we  found  an  instance  of  this  very  conflation  in  the  LXX. 
If  such  a  conflation  took  place  here,  it  would  account  for 
the  first  part  of  the  phrase  to  be  explained,  viz.  "  except "  or 
"  if  not."  Moreover,  the  context  affords  additional  materials 
for  the  construction  of  an  erroneous  "  except."  For  it 
happens  that  the  Hebrew  "  that  ("'3)  if  (dn)"  also  means 
"  except."  Now  the  Hebrew  "  that "  is  often  used  super- 
fluously to  introduce  speech.  Hence,  "  he  said  that '  //"  there 
shall  be  given,' "  might  be  interpreted  as  "  he  said  '  Except 
there  shall  be  given.' " 

[412]  Now  let  us  put  ourselves  in  the  position  of  a  very 
early  Evangelist  who  found  written  and  oral  tradition  varying 
between  "  there  shall  not  be  given  "  and  "  except  there  shall 
be  given,"  applied  to  "a  sign  from  heaven."  According  to 
the  analogy  of  the  LXX,  we  should  expect  him  to  conflate 
the   two,  and    to  attempt  to    find    some    meaning    for    the 
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more  difficult  (the  latter)  that  would  make  sense  of  the 
conflation.  The  word  "except"  might  suggest  to  many- 
Christians  the  exceptional  sign  from  heaven  given  at  Christ's 
baptism  in  the  descent  of  a  dove.  Hence  "  dove  "  might  be 
written  in  the  margin  so  as  to  give  the  meaning  "except 
\i.e,  only]  the  sign  of  the  dove  shall  be  given "  ;  and,  as 
"  dove "  (rr2V,  genit.  n^v)  is  similar  to  "  shall  be  given " 
(]n"»),  the  latter  might  be  dropped  as  a  repetition  of  the 
former,  the  result  being  "  except  the  sign  of  the  dove." 

So  far,  the  statement  would  be  at  all  events  logical : — 
"  there  shall  no  sign  be  given  [from  heaven]  except  the  sign 
of  the  dove."  But  objections  might  arise  that  that  sign  was 
not  given  to  "  this  generation  "  but  only  to  John  the  Baptist. 
Hence,  the  stress  of  controversy  might  drive  some  who  had 
committed  themselves  to  this  new  tradition  to  look  about 
for  a  new  interpretation  of  it.  Now  it  happens  that  the 
word  '^  dove"  is  also  identical  in  Hebrew  with  *' Jonah*' ;^ 
and  the  reading  "  except  the  sign  of  Jonah  "  would  commend 
itself  to  many  because  of  the  typical  relation  supposed  to 
exist  between  Jonah  and  Christ. 

Yet  the  new  reading  was  not  without  grave  difficulties. 
For  could  the  Resurrection  be  called  "a  sign  from  heaven" 
(except  so  far  as  all  divine  acts  are  from  heaven)  ?  ^  The 
perplexity  apparent  in  the  attempts  of  Chrysostom  and 
Syrus  Ephraemus  to  make  sense  of  Matthew  affords  con- 
firmation of  the  theory  that,  as  on  the  one  hand  Jesus  did 
not  use  these  words,  so  neither  did  any  Evangelist  invent 
them,  but  that  they  arose  partly  from  a  corrupt  text  of 
Mark,  partly  from  the  motive  of  those  who  caught  at  the 

'  [412a]  "  Jonah "  =  "Dove"  =  njv.  '•  Shall  be  given  "  =  jn'  (hoph.)  a  very 
rare  form.  "  Dove "  occurs  once  as  a  rendering  for  a  form  of  nj',  in  Zeph. 
iii.  I  "the  oppressing  (njvn)  "  i^  rtpiffTepd. 

"  [412^]  It  may  lie  urged  that  "except"  in  N.T.  does  not  always  imply  an 
exception.  It  may  mean  "  but  only,"  e.g.  "  no  sign  from  heaven  but  only  the  sign 
[in  earth,  or,  from  the  depth]  of  Jonah."  But  how  could  this  be  said  if  Jesus,  both 
before  and  after  the  utterance  of  these  words,  worked  many  "signs  "  on  earth  for 
that  "  generation  "  ? 
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corruption  as  a  basis  for  justifying  a  tradition  that  Jonah 
was  a  type  of  Christ,  and  who  committed  themselves  to  the 
new  version  before  it  was  perceived  to  be  illogical. 


§  38.  {Mk)  ''look;'  {Mt.-Lk)  ''give  heed" 

Mk.  viii.  15.  Mt.  xvi.  6.  Lk.  xii.  i. 

"  See,     look    be-  "  See    and   give-  "  Give  -  /leed      to 

cause-of   (lit.    from)     Aeed  because-of  (lit.      yourselves  because-of 

the  leaven  .  .  ."  from)  the  leaven  .  .  ."     (lit.  from)  the  leaven 

I) 

[413]  The  phrase  "look  because  of,"  i.e.  "beware  of,"  is 
not  supported  by  instances  from  any  book  in  the  Bible  or 
in  Greek  literature.  But  it  occurs  again  in  Mark  xii.  38, 
where  the  parallel  Luke  has  again  "give-heed  because-of 
(lit.  from)."  The  Septuagint  gives  many  instances  of  give- 
heed  because-of,"  but  none  of  "look  because-of."  Mark's 
language,  therefore,  requires  explanation. 

The  original  was  "  give  heed  to  yourselves  from-the-face- 
of*  {i.e.  "because  of"),  a  Hebrew  idiom  that  occurs  in  the 
Bible  corresponding  to  the  Greek  "  give-heed  because-of  (lit. 
from)."  But  the  compound  preposition  "  from-the-face-of " 
is  liable  to  be  confused  with  the  verb  "  face,"  or  "  look,"  used 
frequently  in  such  phrases  as  "  a  door  facing  the  south,"  "  a 
gate  looking  northward,"  etc.  but  not  applied  to  human  beings. 
Mark,  then,  supposing  that  the  compound  preposition  "  from- 
the-face-of"  could  mean  "look,"   has  erroneously  conflated 

^  [412<"]  We  have  hitherto  found  no  important  instance  in  which  Matthew  and 
Luke  have  concordantly  deviated  from  Mark  owing  to  Greek  corruption.  Other- 
wise, something  might  be  said  for  the  view  that  "Jonah"  arose  from  that  source. 
Suppose  the  sentence  to  have  been  corrupted  (in  the  first  instance  by  conflative 
translation)  into  "No  sign  shall  be  given  .  .  .  except  the  sign  (imhchmion)-" 
Many  ancient  MSS.  use  o  for  co,  so  that  lONA  might  =  "Jonah."  It  would  be 
very  tempting  to  scribes,  familiar  with  the  Christian  view  of  Jonah  as  a  type  of 
Christ,  to  suppose  that  the  letters  had  been  confused,  and  that  the  true  reading 
was  IMHION&,  "except  [that  of]  Jonah." 
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(a^)  "  look  "  and  (a^)  '*  because  of."  ^      Matthew   and   Luke 
have  rightly  followed  the  Corrector. 

§  39.   The  confession  of  Peter 

Mk.  viii.  29.  Mt.  xvi.  16.  Lk.  ix.  20. 

[414]   (i)  "Thou  "Thou     art     the  "The     Christ    of 

art  the  Christ."  Christ,  the  Son  <?/the      God. 

living  God.^^ 

The  only  confession  of  Peter  mentioned  by  John  is  this, 
"  Thou  hast  the  words  of  eternal  life,  and  we  have  believed 
and  know  that  thou  art  tJu  Holy  One  of  God"  '^ 

Compare  the  variations  in  another  passage  : — 

Mk.  xiv.  61.  Mt.  xxvi.  63.  Lk.  xxii.  66—70. 

(ii)  "  Thou  [then]           "  I  adjure  thee  by  "  saying  '  If  thou 

art  the  Christ  the  Son     the  living   God  that  art    the    Christ,    tell 

of  the  Blessed  V            thou  tell  us  if  thou  us.'     .    .   .   But  they 

art  the  Christ  the  Son  all   said,   "  Thou  art 

of  God."  then  the  Son  of  Godi " 

In  (ii),  Mark  is  most  probably  in  error,  because  — 
although  it  is  very  common  to  repeat  "  blessed  is  He  "  after 
the  name  of  God — no  instance  is  alleged  where  "  the  Blessed  " 
(like "the  Highest")  is  substituted  for  God." 

[415]  As  regards  (i),  we  have  to  bear  in  mind  that  the 
title  "  Son  of  God,"  by  itself,  would  hardly  suffice,  in  Hebrew, 
to  express  the  meaning,  because  Hebrew  makes  no  distinction 
between  "  a  son  of  God  "  and  "  tAe  son  of  God."  Hence  the 
same  expression  might  be  translated  by  one  Evangelist  as  "  a 

*  [413a]  "Look"  =  /3\^TtTe.  The  verb  njB  "turn  the  face  [to,  or  from]"  = 
p\iwu  (14):  but,  when  rendered  /SX^irw,  it  always  refers  to  gates,  hills,  etc., 
"facing"  in  a  certain  direction.  The  preposition  "from-the-face-of  ('jflo)"  =  {fl) 
"away  from,"  {d)  "because  of."  Mk.  probably  has  in  mind  two  meanings,  (a) 
"  look  heedfiilly  because  of,"  (d)  "keep  on  your  guard  away  front." 

«  Jn.  vi.  68,  69. 
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(or,  the)  son  of  God,"  but  by  another  as  "  a  righteous 
person  "  ;  and  this  actually  occurs  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels.' 

[416]  There  is  a  considerable  resemblance  between  "God  " 
(as  frequently  represented  in  Aramaic  and  sometimes  in 
Hebrew)  and  the  Hebrew  phrase  "  living  God "  used  by 
Hosea  ('*  sons-of  tJu  living  God")  and  perhaps  here  translated 
by  Matthew."' 

[417]  There  is  also  a  resemblance,  in  Hebrew,  between 
"  blessed "  and  "  first-born."  The  two  are  actually  inter- 
changed by  the  LXX  in  Chronicles  ;  and,  in  the  original 
Hebrew  of  Ben  Sira,  the  margin  of  the  MS.  once  reads  "  first- 
bornship  "  where  the  text  reads  "  blessing."  '  Now,  though 
the  precise  phrase  "  first-born  of  God  "  does  not  occur  in 
O.T.,  God  is  represented  as  calling  the  Chosen  People  His 
"  first-born,"  and  hence  the  conception  appears  to  have  been 
transferred  to  the  Messiah.*     Philo  frequently  speaks  of  the 

'  f415a]  Comp.  Mk.  xv.  39,  Mt.  xxvii.  54  •'Truly  this  man  was  a  (or,  the) 
Son  0/ God,"  Lk.  xxiii.  47  '•  Indeed  this  man  was  righteous."  Comp.  the  saying 
of  Nebuchadnezzar  in  Dan.  iii.  25  (R.V.)  "The  aspect  of  the  fourth  is  like  a  soti 
0/  the  gods,"  but  A.V.  "like  the  Son  of  God,"  Theod.  huola  vli^  OeoO,  LXX 
o/iolw/M  dyy^^ov  deou.  Probably  Theod.,  and  certainly  LXX,  rendered  this  "a 
son  of  God."  "  The  son  of  God,"  where  brevity  is  not  required,  is  sometimes 
expressed  in  N.T.  by  4  vlbs  toO  Otov. 

'  "Living  God,"  in  Hos.  i.  10  "sons  of  the  limng  Cod,"  =  rrhx ;  "God" 
=  (Aram.)  nh«  (v.  freq.)  (Heb.)  ni^K  (22),  dtiSk  (v.  freq.). 

'  I  Chr.  V.  I,  2  mentions  the  "  firstbornship  (.TiDa),"  or  "birth-right,"  of 
Reuben  the  "  first-bom."  The  LXX  twice  has  "  blessing,"  which  would  be  naia. 
In  Sir.  xliv,  23^  txt.  nana  is  rightly  rendered  by  LXX  "blessings."  But  themarg. 
reads  maa,  "  firstbornship  "  or  "  birth-right." 

*  See  especially  Schottg.  (vol.  i.  p.  121)  which,  when  translated  with  the 
quotations  somewhat  more  fully  given,  is  as  follows :  "  Midrash  Tehillim  on 
Ps.  ii.  7,  fol.  3,  4  /  will  tell-of  the  decree:  {The  Lord  said  unto  me,  Thou  art  my 
son) :  Long  ago  were  the  words  told-ofin  the  decree  of  the  Law,  the  Prophets  and 
the  Ilagiographa.  In  the  Law,  Exod.  iv.  22  Israel  is  my  son,  my  fost-born.  In 
the  Prophets,  Is.  Hi.  13  Behold  my  servant  shall  deal  wisely.  Similar  to  this  is 
Is.  xlii.  I  [Behold  my  servant]  whom  I  uphold.  In  the  Hagiographa,  Ps.  ex.  I 
The  Lord  said  unto  my  Lord,  and  Ps.  ii.  7,  The  Lord  said  unto  me.  Thou  art  my 
son.  And  in  another  place,  Dan.  vii.  13  And  behold  there  came  with  the  clouds  of 
heaven  [one  like  unto  a  son  of  many  This  shows  how  Jewish  tradition  identified 
the  nation  with  the  Messiah,  or  took  the  former  as  the  type  of  the  latter,  and  hence 
attached  to  the  Messiah  the  firstbornship  originally  connected  with  the  nation. 
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Logos  as  first-begotten.^  Such  expressions  as  "  the  first- 
born of  death,"  "the  first-born  of  the  poor"  in  the  Bible,  and 
"  the  first-born  of  Satan,"  said  to  have  been  apph'ed  to  a 
heretic  by  the  Apostle  John,  show  that  the  term  might 
naturally  be  applied  by  common  people  to  the  Messiah.^ 
That  it  was  so  applied  to  Christ  by  Christians  there  is 
abundant  proof.^  But,  if  the  Hebrew  Original  of  the  present 
passage  (Mk.  viii.  29)  contained  the  words  "  First-born  of  the 
living  God,"  the  term,  though  intelligible  to  Jews,  would  be 
likely  to  perplex  Gentiles  in  the  earliest  days  of  the  Church 
until  they  became  familiar  with  the  conception.  It  is  more 
likely  that  the  rare  term  "  living  God  "  was  (or  was  supposed 
by  Matthew  to  be)  in  the  original  than  that  it  was  inserted 
by  Matthew.  On  the  other  hand  "the  Christ,"  i.e.  "the 
Anointed,"  was  intelligible  to  Gentiles  —  as  signifying  an 
anointed  King  and  Priest.  Hence  Mark,  the  earliest 
Evangelist  that  wrote  for  Western  Churches,  might  sub- 
stitute "  the  Anointed "  for  the  whole  phrase :  Matthew 
might  conflate  this  with  the  original,  altering  "  First-born  " 
to  Son.  Luke  might  accept  Mark's  word  "  Christ "  but 
conflate  this  with  "  the  living  God,"  which  however  he  read 
as  being  simply  "  God."* 

There  is  very  great  uncertainty  as  to  the  Hebrew 
Original  of  Peter's  confession,  and  a  complete  discussion  of 
it  would  require  a  comparison  of  Peter's  confession  as  given 

Wetstein  (on  Rom.  viii.  29)  quotes  R.  Nathan:  "God  said  to  Moses,  As  I 
made  Jacob  first-born  (Ex.  iv.  22),  so  will  I  make  King  Messiah  first-bom 
(l*s.  Ixxxix.  27)." 

'  Philo  (i.  308,  414,  653,  etc.)  prefers  TrpurSyoyoi,  the  LXX  TpwirroKot,  except 
in  Sir.  xxxvi.  17  (14),  and  Mic.  vii.  i  (ncut.  pi.). 

'  Job.  xviii.  13,  Is.  xiv.  30,  Iren.  iii.  3.  3 :  see  also  Wetst.  on  Rom.  viii.  29. 

*  Rom.  viii.  29,  Col.  i.  15,  18,  Heb.  i.  6,  Rev.  i.  5. 

*  [417a]  "  First-born  "  =  ni33.  In  Deut.  xxv.  6  it  =  irotatoF.  In  Jn.  i.  34 
'*  son  of  God,"  SS  has  "the  chosen  (-nna)  of  God."  In  the  Transfiguration, 
where  Mk.  ix.  7,  Mt.  xvii.  5  have  "  my  beloved  Son,"  Lk.  ix.  35  has  "  my  ekoMn 
Son."  The  Aramaic  for  "  son  "  is  12.  It  is  found  (instead  of  p)  only  in  the  late 
Heb.  of  Prov.  xxxi.  2  (bis)  and  also  in  the  text  (disputed,  see  Gesen.  Oxf.)  of 
Ps,  ii.  12.     "  Blessed  "  =  Tn3. 
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by  John  :  but  it  may  be  taken  as  probable  that  Mark  has 
paraphrased  and  that  Matthew  is  closest  to  the  Hebrew.^ 

§  40.  {Mk.)  "  after  three  days;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  on  the  third  day  " 

Mk.  viii.  31.  Mt  xvi.  21  and  Lk.  ix.  22. 

"...  and  after  three   days  "...  axiA  on  t?u  third  day  he 

arise  {\\t.  stand  up,  dvaaTrjvai,)."     raised  (lit  roused,  iyepOijvai,)." 

(i)  (Mk.)  "three,"  (Mt.-Lk.)  "third" 

[418]  As  to  "days"  or  "day"  it  has  been  shewn 
above  (227)  that  two  traditions  might  naturally  spring  up 
from  the  prophecy  of  Rosea.  "  After  three  days "  might 
seem  to  some  to  conform  with  the  history  of  Jonah.  But 
"  on  the  third  day "  was  the  correct  translation  of  Hosea, 
and  this  accorded  best  with  the  prevalent  accounts  of  the 
Resurrection.     The  latter  tradition  was  generally  adopted. 

(ii)  (Mk.)  "arise,"  (Mt.-Lk.)  "be  raised" 

As  regards  the  words  "  arise  "  and  "  be  raised  " — which 
are  quite  different  in  Greek — we  are  told  by  Mark  that  when 
Jesus  "raised  up"  Jairus'  daughter,  He  said  to  her,  "  Cumi." 
This  represents  a  Hebrew  word  that  is  occasionally  rendered 
"  be  raised,"  but  much  more  frequently  "  arise."  Yet  Mark 
himself  translates   it  by  the   former  word    in    the   story  of 

^  [417<^]  Jn.  represents  Peter  as  making  a  confession  of  which  the  first  part 
is Jn,  vi.  68  "Thou  hast  the  words  of  eternal  Ufe."  Now  (a)  " thou  hast "  might 
well  be  expressed  in  Hebrew  by  ''with  thee  [are],  inx,"  and  this  might  be 
confused  with  "thou  (nnx)"  (compare  nnx  read  as  -m  in  i  K.  xx.  40,  and  as  ttm 
"thy  signs"  in  Sir.  xlviii.  4):  {b)  "Word  (nan)"  (parall.  in  2  S.  vii.  21  to  nay 
"servant  "in  i  Chr.  xvii.  19)  might  be  substituted  for  the  Aramaic  na  "son" 
(which  might  be  retained,  as  being  the  very  word  used  by  Peter,  even  in  a  Gospel 
written  mostly  in  Biblical  Hebrew)  if  the  latter  were  regarded  as  a  Hebrew 
word,  {c)  "  Eternal  life"  is  rendered  by  Delitzsch  d'dSj?  "n,  i.e.  "  living  for  the 
ages  ";  but  this  closely  resembles  (Dan.  xii.  7)  "him  who  livethfor  ever  (D'?iy.n  «n)." 
Hence  there  is  a  considerable  resemblance  between  "Thou  hast  the  word(s)  of 
eternal  life  "  and  "thou  art  the  Son  of  Him  that  liveth  for  ever,"  which  might  be 
paraphrased  as  "  thou  art  the  Son  of  the  living  God." 
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Jairus.  There  seemed  perhaps  this  advantage  in  "raised," 
or  "  roused,"  that  it  better  indicated  a  miraculous  act  on  the 
part  of  God.  At  all  events,  St.  Paul  almost  always  uses 
"  roused "  concerning  the  Resurrection  of  Jesus.  The 
synonymousness  of  the  words  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that 
Kzra  and  i  Esdras,  and  the  two  versions  of  the  Acts  of 
Pilate,  interchange  them  in  parallel  passages.^  Matthew  and 
Luke  have  adopted  the  Pauline  word. 

§  41.    The  Transjiguratioti 

Mk.  ix.  2.  Mt.  xvii.  i,  2.  Lk.  ix,  29. 

"  He    was    meta-  "  He    was    meta-  "  And  it  came  to 

inorphosed       before      niorphosed       before  pass,   as  he  prayed, 

them."  them,   and    his  face  the  aspect  of  his  face 

shone  as  the  sun."  became  different." 

[419]  In  Daniel,  "his  countenance  was  changed"  ex- 
presses change  to  anger  or  sorrow ;  and  Ecclesiasticus, 
though  once  speaking  of  such  change  as  "  for  good  or  evil," 
mostly  has  the  bad  sense,  e.g.  "  With  much  whispering  he 
will  change  his  countenance!'  ^  Hence  it  is  unlikely  that  the 
Hebrew  original  used  the  word  "  change."  More  probably 
it  would  borrow  the  language  used  in  describing  the  trans- 
mutation of  tlie  face  of  Moses :  "  t/ie  skin  of  his  face  shone" ' 

[420]     In    the    passage    just    quoted   about    Moses,   the 

'  [418a]  Comp.  Err.  ix.  5  -nop,  aj'^<mji'=i  Esdr.  viii.  70  iieyepBels :  Acta  Pil. 
13  (A)  ^ipdri,  (B)  iviani.  Comp.  also,  for  the  active,  Ezr.  ix.  9  di'oaT^oi  =  I 
Estl.  viii.  78  i-ytipai.  (top). 

It  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  Luke,  while  frequently  using  avaariivaL  in  the  Acts, 
and  in  those  portions  of  his  Gospel  which  are  peculiar  to  himself,  seldom  follows 
Mark  in  the  use  of  it.  The  exceptions  are  three :  Mk.  ii.  14  (the  call  of  Levi), 
where  it  simply  means  rising  from  one's  seat ;  Mk.  v.  42  (Lk.  viii.  55),  where  it 
means  "  rise  from  one's  bed,"  but  might  be  interpreted  in  Mk.  "  was  restored  to 
life"  ;  Mk.  x.  34  (Lk.  xviii.  33)  "shall  rise  again." 

'  Sir.  xii.  18  "  change  his  countenance  "  {i.e.  desert  an  old  friend),  dXXotwffft  rd 
■wpixnaTw  airrov.     Comp.  Dan.  iii.  19,  v.  6,  9,  lo,  vii.  28. 

^  Ex.   xxxiv.  29  (lit.)  "there -became -homed  {pp)  the-skin-of  (iip)  his-face 

(VJD)." 
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word  translated  "shone"  means  " became  -  horned  [with 
rays],"  and  caused  differences  of  translation  in  very  early 
times.  The  Septuagint  was  content  to  paraphrase  it 
"was  glorified,"  and  St.  Paul  perhaps  adopted  this.  But 
in  Habakkuk  (iii.  2)  ("he  had  rays  [coming  forth]  from 
his  hand")  the  Septuagint,  followed  by  our  Authorized 
Version,  has  "he  had  horns "'^  And  Aquila  —  probably 
early  in  the  second  century — followed  by  the  Vulgate, 
described  the  face  of  Moses  as  "  full  of  horns."  Hence  it  is 
not  in  the  least  surprising  if  Mark,  who  pays  very  little 
regard  to  proprieties  of  language,  provided  that  it  is  clear 
and  forcible — paraphrasing  the  passage  for  the  Western 
Church,  and  having  regard  to  the  familiar  use  of  the  word 
"  metamorphosis  "  in  popular  stories  about  miraculous  trans- 
mutations— rendered  it  "he  was  metamorphosed"  "His 
face,"  by  a  confusion  paralleled  in  LXX,  could  be  taken  to 
mean  "  before  their  face,"  which  might  be  rendered  "  before 
them."  This  results  in  "  His  skin  was  metamorphosed 
before  them."  It  only  remained  to  change  "  his  skin  "  into 
"he."  2 

Matthew  conflated  Mark's  version  with  a  second  one : 
"  {a^  And  he  was  metamorphosed  before  them,  {a.^  and  his 
countenance  shone  like  the  sun"  where  a.,  freely,  but  substan- 
tially, expresses  the  original,  except  that  it  omits  "  skin." 

[421]  Luke  apparently  attempted  to  represent  "skin," 
but  was  misled  by  the  Septuagint,  which  confused  the  Hebrew 
word  with  a  similar  one  meaning  "  colour,"  "  complexion," 
and  frequently  rendered  "  aspect  {o-^ii)."  Accordingly  Luke 
has  "  the  aspect  of  his  face."      He  also  avoids  the  heathen 

^  2  Cor.  iii.  7,  10 ;  Hab.  iii.  4. 

2  [420a]  In  Hab.  iii.  4,  Aquila  is  said  in  Smith's  Diet,  of  Bible  ("Horns") 
to  have  transl.  pp  Keparwdiis,  but  the  word  is  not  given  in  Tromm.  or  Oxf, 
Concordance.  "  Before  the  face  of  "  = /card  irpbaojirov  in  i  K.  viii.  22,  but  Karivavri 
in  2  Chr.  vi.  12.  In  Greek,  k.  it.  avrov  "in  his  countenance,"  might  easily  be 
confused  with  k.  it.  avriS  "before  them."  But  comp.  also  Ezr.  ix.  6  "lift  up 
my  face  to  thee"  with  parall.  i  Esdr.  viii.  71  '^before  thy  face,"  i.e.  in  thy 
presence  :  Is.  i.  12  "  to  appear  before  me,"  marg.  "  to  see  my  face." 
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associations  of  the  word   "  metamorphose  "  by  a  paraphrase, 
"  became  different."  ^ 

It  appears  probable  then,  that,  so  far  as  regards  the 
insertion  of  the  word  "  face,"  Matthew  and  Luke  returned  to 
the  Hebrew  original,  which  was  mistranslated  by  Mark.^ 


§42.  {Mk.)  ''He  knew  not  what  to  answer"  {Mt.-Lk.)''  While 
he  was  still  speaking  {pr^  saying  these  things^  " 

Mk.  ix  6.  Mt.  xvii.  5.  Lk.  ix.  33,  34. 

"  For  he  knew  not  "  While    he    was           "...    (a^)     not 

what  to  answer "  (D,  still  speaking."                 knowing   that   which 

"what    to    say,"    SS  he   saith.      But    (a^) 

"what  he  was    say-  while    he    was    say- 

ing  ").  ing  these  things." 

Lk.  ix.  32. 
"  having  kept  awake." 


(i)  •'  While  .   .  .  speaking" 

[422]  "While  he  was  still  speaking"  would  naturally 
correspond  to  a  Hebrew  original  like  that  which  prefaces 
the  metamorphosis  of  King  Nebuchadnezzar,  literally, 
"  Yet  [was  the]    word  in  the  mouth  of  the  king."     There 

*  [421a]  "Skin  (niv)"  =  (ai)  ^  6\f/is  {a^)  roD  xP^t^'^'"  •"  E"-  xxxiv.  29,  30 
(leg.  j«y  =  8pa(rn  in  Ezek.  i.  4,  Dan.  x.  6  (Theod.)).  In  this  conflation,  the  LXX 
perhaps  confused  xP^f^  with  XP^^-  Tromm.  gives  pj;  =  €Moj  {4),  6paffis  (3),  Bfj/it 
(6).  Dr.  C.  Taylor  informs  me  that  a  Midrash  on  Gen.  iii.  21  "  coats  of  f*«i« 
(■ny)  "  substitutes  "  coats  of  li^A/  (niK)  "  alluding  to  Ps.  civ.  2. 

*  [421*]  Probably  so  extraordinary  a  word  as  pp  "become  horned,"  gave  rise 
to  many  marginal  (a)  alterations  or  {d)  paraphrases.  Among  (a)  the  former  may 
have  been  -np  "bow  down,"  which  Lk.  may  have  interpreted  as  '*pray"  ;  among 
(i)  the  latter,  may  have  been  nVs  (  =  (i)  avaXifiirfiv)  which  might  be  rendered  by 
Mt.  (Xaixyj/tp.  And  rht  may  have  originated  kSs  { =  "  prayer"  twice  in  late  Hebrew), 
which  may  have  originated  Luke's  "pray."  Professor  Marshall  (in  the  Expositor) 
suggests  that  uSx,  "pray,"  may  have  been  confusetl  with  nnSy,  "high,"  in 
Mk.  ix.  2. 


[423]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

the  Septuagint,  in  a  conflation,  corrupts  "  yet  (*T12?) "  to 
"  upon  (hs)."  But  "  yet "  is  far  more  easily  corrupted 
into  "  know  (:;-T^)."  ^ 

[423]  Even  without  this  corruption,  if  the  original  was 
"  Yet  [was  the]  word  to  him  in  the  mouth,"  i.e.  in  his  mouth, 
it  is  very  easy  to  explain  the  parallelism.  For  "  to  him  "  is 
repeatedly  confused  with  "  not"  '^  Hence  Mark  might  take 
the  meaning  to  be  "  No  longer  was  there  a  word  in  his 
mouth  "  (compare  "  in  whose  mouth  are  no  reproofs  " '),  i.g. 
"  he  had  not  a  word  to  reply." 

Luke  seems  to  have  conflated  (^i)  a  form  of  Mark's 
version  with  (a.j)  a  corrected  form  similar  in  substance  to 
that  adopted  by  Matthew. 


(ii)  "  Having-  kept  awake  " 

[424]  By  changing  1  into  T  '*  yet "  becomes  "  keep  awaked 
This  may  explain  the  extraordinary  tradition  which  Luke 
inserts  in  his  narrative :  "  But  Peter  and  those  who  were 
with  him  had  been   weighed  down  with  sleep  :  but  tuxving 

'  [422a]  Dan.  iv.  31  (lit.)  "Yd  (ny)  [was]  the  word  (khSd)  in  the  king's 
mouth,"  Theod.  (a-^  (ti  toO  \6yov  iv  arbfiart  rov  /Sao'tX^ut  6vT0i.  The  LXX  con- 
flates this  with  "  (oj)  and  upon  (leg.  Sv)  the  termination  of  his  word  (koI  lirl  cwrtXtlM 
rov  \brfov  ainov),"  taking  »<n'?Das  from  vho  "fulfils"  (and  hence  ••terminate"), 
and  nv,  "yet,"  as  hy,  "upon,"  and  "mouth"  as="word." 

"^  [423a]  Comp.  2  K.  viiL  10  '•Say  unto  him  (Q'ri  ib)  thou  shalt  surely 
recover,"  marg.  ''thou  shalt  not  (Kth.  kS)  recover,"  Hos.  xi.  5  "not  (kS)," 
oirv  (leg.  iS).  In  Dan.  xi.fiy,  LXX  omits  airrifi  (iS)  after  vh,  2  S.  xvi.  i8 
Hebr.  Kth.  "not,"  Q'ri  ••  to  him,"  i.e.  '•  his,"  and  so  R.V.  Such  instances  are 
numerous.  Comp.  Ezr.  iv.  2  R.V.  txt.  and  marg.  In  two  passages,  i  S.  ii.  i6, 
XX.  2,  the  neg.  is  (Gesen.  Oxf.),  "according  to  Mass.,  written  iS." 

'  [423^]  Ps.  xxxviii.  14.  It  is  doubtful  whether  Mk.  is  wrong.  His  version 
is  less  commonplace  than  that  of  Mt.-Lk,  But  on  the  other  hand  there  would  be 
a  tendency  to  favour  a  reading  that  explained  how  the  Apostle  could  even  for  a 
moment  place  Jesus  on  the  same  level  as  Elias  ('•he  knew  not  what  to  say,"  or, 
"to  answer,"  or,  "what  he  said").  The  question  is  therefore  complicated  by 
possibilities  of  motive.  Moreover  the  termination  of  the  preceding  sentence 
("Elijah,"  i.tVk,  or  n''?»«)  leaves  possibilities  for  textual  interpolation  of  k^ 
••not,"  or  iV  "to  him." 

138 


OF  MARK  [425] 

kept  awake  they  saw  his  glory,"  It  may  be  an  amplified 
conflation,  springing  from  early  variations  of  Mark's  tradi- 
tion about  Peter's  "  not  knowing"  "  But,"  it  may  be  urged, 
'^  keep  awake  is  less  commonplace  than  know,  do  not  the 
rules  of  evidence  then  indicate  that  the  former  was  corrupted 
into  the  latter  ? "  They  would,  as  a  rule  ;  but,  in  this  case, 
motive  may  have  intervened.  Mark's  tradition  may  have 
seemed  to  derogate  from  Peter.  It  was  natural  to  favour  a 
reading  that  seemed  to  re-establish  the  Apostle's  reputation.^ 

§  43.  {Mk:)  ''faithless"  {Mt-Lk.)  ''faithless  and  perverse" 

Mk.  ix.  19.  Mt.  xvii.  17  and  Lk.  ix.  41. 

"  O  faithless  generation."  "  O  faithless  and  perverse  gen- 

eration." 

[425]  The  words  "  perverse  generation  "  occur  elsewhere 
in  the  New  Testament  only  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Philippians, 
where  St  Paul  inculcates  purity  and  sincerity  in  the  midst 
of  a. "crooked  and  perverse  generation."  The  Apostle  is 
quoting  a  contrast,  in  Deuteronomy  (xxxii.  4,  5),  between 
God,  "  a  God  of  faithfulness,"  and  the  spurious  and  rebellious 
Israel,  "  a  crooked  and  perverse  generation."  These  two 
qualities,  so  far  as  they  express  deviation  from  the  God 
"  of  faithfulness,"  may  be  .summed  up  in  the  one  word  "  faith- 
less." But  the  Greek  "  faithless  "  may  mean  "  unbeliever,"  or 
"  incredible,"  or  "  untrustworthy."  In  the  Epistles  to  the 
Corinthians  it  repeatedly  means  "  unbelievers,"  that  is,  those 
who  are  outside  the  Christian  Church,  and  sometimes 
without  any  notion  of  fault.  Hence  the  Corrector,  while  not 
rejecting  the  ambiguous  Greek  word,  may  have  added  the 
latter  of  the  two  epithets  in   Deuteronomy  so  as  to   shew 

'  Lk.  ix.  32.  The  question  of  originality  is  too  complicated  to  be  discussed 
here.  There  is  something  to  be  said — even  on  the  ground  of  "  motive  " — for  the 
originality  of  Luke's  tradition.  Would  there  not  be  a  tendency  against  any  tradi- 
tion that  connected  the  Transfiguration  with  "sleep"  so  as  to  suggest  "vision"? 


[425]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


that  the  unbelief  meant  here  was  not  that  of  ignotance,  but 
that  of  perversion. 

§  43  («)•  {J^k:)  ''unto  me,"  {Mt.)  ''to  me  .  .  .  hit/ur;' 
{Lk,)  "hither'' 

Mk.  ix.  19.  Mt  xviL  17.  Lk.  ix.  41. 

"  Bring  -  ye     him  "  Bring-ye  him  to  "Lead-thou  hither 

unto  {irpo^)  me."  me  (or,  for  me)  (/not)  thy  son." 

hither." 

[425  (i)]  In  403  (i),  an  instance  was  given  where 
Matthew  seemed  to  have  added  *'  here  "  for  emphasis.  And 
it  may  be  stated  that  insertions  occur  in  the  LXX,  both  of 
"  here  "  and  "  hither,"  apparently  for  emphasis  or  clearness, 
where  it  does  not  occur  in  the  Hebrew.^ 

On  the  other  hand,  where  "  hither "  does  occur  in  the 
Hebrew,  it  is  sometimes  omitted  by  one  or  other  of  the  two 
great  MSS.,  the  Vaticanus  and  the  Alexandrinus.^ 

Consequently,  without  asserting  that  "  hither "  was,  or 
was  not,  in  the  original,  we  are  able  to  say  that  the 
phenomena  harmonize  with  the  hypothesis  of  translation. 

§  44.  {Mk.)  "  is,"  (Mt.-Lk.)  "  is  destined  to  be" 

Mk.  ix.  31.  Mt.  xvii.  22  and  Lk.  ix.  44. 

"The  Son  of  man  is  [to  be]  "The  Son  of  man  is  destined^ 

betrayed."  to  be  betrayed." 

[426]  The  same  Hebrew  tense  represents  both  the 
Greek  present   and   the   Greek   future.       Mark   prefers   the 

1  [425  (i)  d\  Gen.  xv.  14  "they  shall  come  out,"  LXX  adds  "hither  ((Me)," 
Gen.  xlii.  33  "  Leave  one  of  your  brethren  with  me,"  LXX  adds  "here  {Silt)" : 
so,  too,  Deut.  xxxi.  21,  Josh.  ii.  4  (A),  Judg.  xiii.  15  (but  not  A). 

2  [425:(i)  b-\  Judg.  xix.  12,  2  S.  xviii.  30  (B  ins.  i&5e,  A  om.),  2  K.  x.  23  (A 
ins.  (S3e,  B  om.).  In  2  S.  i.  10  "I  have  brought  them  to  my  lord  hither  (nan) 
(t55e),"  A  curiously  has  "unto  me"— the  expression  employed  by  Mk.  here  (^pAj 
/te) — instead  of  "  hither,"  the  word  used  by  Mt.-Lk.  here  (fiSe). 

'  "  Is  destined  (or,  sure),"  jue'XXei. 
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Greek  present,  used  in  what  is  commonly  called  the  prophetic 
sense.  Elsewhere,  Matthew  prefers  the  Greek  future, 
compare  Mark  (ix.  12)  "he  restoreth  [or,  is  to  restore]  all 
things"  with  Matthew  (xvii.  1 1)  ''shall  restore." 

[427]  When  the  Hebrew  future  is  treated  by  the 
Septuagint  as  specially  emphatic,  the  Greek  sometimes 
inserts  "  is  sure,"  "  destined,"  "  shall  assuredly,"  as  in  Isaiah  : 
**  Let  now  the  astrologers  .  .  .  save  thee  from  the  things 
that  sJiall  come  upon  thee,"  LXX  "  are  destined  to  come 
to  pass."  '  This  is  what  has  been  done  by  the  Corrector. 
Compare  Mark  (x.  38)  "the  cup  that  I  \am  to]  drtu^"  with 
Matthew  (xx.  22)  "that  I  am  destined  to  drink." 

[428]  Bearing  in  mind  that  the  same  Hebrew  word  (''D) 
may  mean  "  but,"  or  "  when,"  or  "  for  (indeed),"  or  "  assuredly," 
we  shall  also  recognize  an  ambiguous  Hebrew  original 
under — 

Mk.  viii.  38,  Lk.  ix.  26.  Mt  xvi.  27. 

"  When  the  son  of  man  shall  "  For    the    son    of    man    is 

come."  destined  to  come." 

Mk.  xiii.  7,  Lk.  xxi.  9.  Mt.  xxiv.  6. 

"  But  when  '  ye  shall  hear."  "  But  ye  will  be  sure  to  hear." 

§  45.  {Mk:)  ''first''  and  "  last','  Mt.-Lk.  different 

Mk.  ix.  35.  [Mt  xxiii.  8— 11].  [Lk.  ix.  48.] 

[429]  (i)  "  If  any  "  Be  not  ye  called  "...  for  he  that 

man  desireth  to   be      Rabbi  .  .   .    but   he      is  *    least   [lit.    less] 

*  [427]  Is.  xlvii.  13.  Comp.  Is.  xxviii.  24  "Doth  the  ploughman  (lit. 
ploughing)  plough  continually  ?  "  Here  there  is  no  emphasis  on  the  future,  nor 
indeed  any  specially  future  sense  at  all.  The  oldest  MS,  of  the  LXX  (B)  renders 
the  Hebrew  future  by  the  simple  Greek  future.  But  later  scribes  (Ak)  — 
erroneously  supposing  that  the  reduplicated  "ploughing  plough"  must  mean 
"  will  assuredly" — insert  /i<XX«. 

-  "  But  when"  perhaps  conflates  "but  "  and  "  when,"  while  "but  .  .  .  sure" 
conflates  "  but  "  and  •'  assuredly." 

*  Lk.  ix.  48  "he  that  is,"  6  .  .  .  vxi.px'^v. 
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first  he  shall  [or, 
will]  be  last  of  all 
and  minister  of  all." 


that  is  greattsX.  [lit. 
greater]  of  you  shall 
[or,  will]  be  your 
minister." 


among  all  [of]  you, 
this  [man]  '\s  great." 


The  bracketed  passages  are  parallel  to  Mark  in  meaning, 
to  some  extent,  but  Matthew's  is  not  parallel  in  order,  and 
Luke's  context  differs  a  good  deal  from  Mark's. 

Compare : 


Mk.  X.  43,  44- 
(ii)  "Not  so  is  it 
among  you :  but 
whoso  desireth  to 
become  great  among 
you  shall  [or,  will] 
be  ^  your  minister, 
and  whoso  desireth 
among  you  to  be 
first  shall  [or,  will]  be 
servant  of  all." 


Mt.  XX.  26,  27. 

"Not  so  is  it 
among  you :  but  who- 
so desireth  among 
you  to  become  great 
shall  [or,  will]  be  your 
minister,  and  who- 
so desireth  among 
you  to  be  first  shall 
[or,  will]  be  your 
servant." 


Lk.  xxii.  26. 

"  But  ye  [are]  not 
so.  But  the  greatest 
[lit.  greater]  among 
you,  let  him  become 
as  the  youngest  [lit. 
the  younger]  and  he 
that  is  chief  as  he 
that  doth  minister." 


The  points  to  be  explained  are  that  Matthew  and  Luke, 
in  (i),  (amid  many  differences)  substitute  "  great(est) "  for 
Mark's  "  first,"  and  reject  Mark's  "  desireth." 

(a)  {Mk.)  ''first" 

[429  (i)]  Jesus  was  probably  alluding  to  the  prediction 
about  Jacob  and  Esau  (Gen.  xxv.  23),  applied  by  St.  Paul 
to  the  law  of  divine  election,  "  Rab  shall  serve  Zoer,"  which 
is  generally  translated,  "  the  elder  shall  serve  the  younger." 

There  is  an  ambiguity  in  the  Hebrew  of  this  famous 
saying.^  The  word  Rab  here  rendered  "  elder  "  is  the  root 
of  "  Rabbi,"  and  means  "  great,"  "  master,"  "  ruler,"  etc.     It 

^  W.  and  H.  marg.  iarw. 

'^  Apart  from  other  ambiguities — as  there  is  no  article  and  no  sign  of  the 
accusative,  and  the  object  in  Hebrew  poetry  may  precede  the  verb — the  meaning 
might  be,  apart  from  the  context,  "  Zoer  shall  serve  Rab." 
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is  noivhere  else  translated  "  elders  ^  Also,  the  word  rendered 
"  younger  (T':;S),"  "^  means  literally  "  contracted,"  "  small," 
and  hence,  sometimes,  "  brought  low,"  "  despised,"  "  insigni- 
ficant." It  might  therefore  be  used  of  "  inferiors "  or 
"  servants."  Hence,  from  the  Hebrew  point  of  view,  the 
saying  in  Genesis  might  be  taken  to  mean — apart  from  the 
context  about  Jacob  and  Esau — "  The  great,  or  high,  shall 
serve  the  little,  or  low." 

Again,  in  the  Greek  rendering  of  the  words  from 
Genesis,  "  the  greater  (6  fMel^oyv) "  may  mean  either  the 
greater  in  power,  or  the  greater  in  a£-e.^  Moreover  the 
Greek  word  (iX.da-<ra)v)  rendered  "  younger,"  Is  not  alleged  to 
mean  "younger"  {when  used  absolutely)  in  any  passage  of 
Greek  literature  except  here  and  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Rovians 
where  the  prediction  is  quoted}  Consequently  a  Greek 
reader  would  naturally  interpret  the  Septuagint  of  Gen. 
XXV.  23  as  meaning  "'Yh&  greater  shall  serve  the  less" 

^  [429  (i)  a]  In  Job  xxxii.  9,  however,  where  R.V.  renders  can  (parall.  to 
o'Jpt  "aged")  "great,"  LXX  has  iroXi;x/>6wot,  "abundant  in  days."  Buhl  gives 
31  as  "major  natu"  in  Gen.  xxv.  23  and  the  pi.  as  "grandaevi"  in  Job  xxxii.  9. 

In  New  Heb.  Kan  and  n3n=" elder"  as  well  as  "great"  (see  Levy  sub  voc., 
who  quotes,  "  Who  is  greater  (nan),  the  teacher  of  the  Borajtha  or  the  teacher  of 
the  Gemara?" ). 

'^  [429  (')  b\  The  verb  nys  is  rendered  in  Job  xiv.  21  (R.  V. )  "  brought-low,"  but 
LXX  "become  little  (or,  few),"  itSh/w.  yivuvTox.  In  Jer.  xxx.  19  (R.V.)  "  I  will 
multiply  them  and  they  shall  not  be  few,  I  will  also  glorify  them  and  they  shall 
not  be  small"  (LXX  iXarruBwriv)  the  context  indicates  that  "small"  means  the 
opposite  of  "glorious."  In  Jer.  xiv.  3,  the  adj.  tj**  >s  rendered  by  R.V.  txt. 
"  little-ones,"  but  marg.  "  inferiors,"  LXX  "  their  young-men  (toi>j  veorripovi  avruv)." 

'  [429  (i)  <■]  "Greater  (julj^uv)"  (Tromtn.)  occurs  less  than  twenty  times,  in 
.iny  sense,  in  LXX.  It  =  "older"  (8).  When  meaning  "older,"  it  never  =  3T, 
except  in  the  above-quoted  Gen.  xxv.  23.  The  ambiguity  of  "great  {fUyas)" 
may  be  illustrated  by  Gen.  xxxviii.  11,  14,  Exod.  ii.  11,  where  "become  great 
(/x^7ai  ytv4<T6aiy'  means  "grow  up,"  compared  with  Exod.  xL  3  where  the  same 
Greek  means  "become  powerful,  or  eminent." 

Another  Greek  word  to  express  "older"  would  be  irpfffpOrepot.  But  as  this 
means  also  "elder"  (com  p.  "Presbyter")  it  might  introduce  ambiguity  of  another 
kind :  wpeff^urepot  in  LXX  mostly  means  an  Elder  or  Ruler. 

*  Rom.  ix.  12,  where  Wetstein  quotes  several  instances  of  the  Latin  use  of 
"  minor"  to  mean  "younger,"  but  none  of  iXdffffuv.  L.S.  make  no  mention  of 
such  a  use,  and  do  not  quote  Gen.  or  Rom. 
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[429  (ii)]  The  word  "  serve  "  in  the  context  affords  an 
additional  possibility  of  ambiguity.  Besides  being  liable  to  be 
confused  (as  other  Hebrew  verbs  are)  with  its  causative  form 
(*'  make  to  serve  "),  this  particular  verb  is  sometimes  used,  in 
the  active  form,  with  the  preposition  "  with,"  to  mean  "  serve- 
oneself  with,"  i.e.  "employ  for  service,"  i.e.  cause  to  serve.  The 
prediction  in  Genesis  that  the  Israelites  should  "  serve  "  the 
Egyptians  is  mistranslated  by  the  LXX  "  cause  to  serve " 
(the  Egyptians  being  taken  as  the  causers)  and  the  mistake 
is  reproduced  in  Stephen's  speech  in  the  Acts.^ 

[429  (iii)]  Philo,  in  his  comment  (extant  in  Latin),  on 
the  Esau-Jacob  prediction,^  takes  it  as  indicating  that,  in 
every  human  being,  vice  exists  before  virtue,  but  is  ulti- 
mately dominated  by  the  latter.  Josephus  gives  a  different 
explanation.  His  account  of  the  prediction  is,  that,  of  the 
two  nations,  "  that  which  setftted  to  be  the  less  would  take 
precedence  of  the  greater,"  meaning  that  Israel,  though  at 
first  seeming  to  be  less  powerful  than  Edom,  would 
ultimately  predominate.®  There  could  be  no  question  of 
"  seeming "  as  to  precedence  in  time.  It  may  be  there- 
fore assumed  that  he  takes  Zoer  to  mean  "  less,"  and 
it  is  a  reasonable  inference  that  he  takes  Rab  not  to 
mean  "elder"  but  "greater."  Immediately  afterwards  he 
calls  Esau  "  the  elder  {trpea^vrepov)"  and  Jacob  "  the  younger 
(yeoiTepov)." 

[429  (iv)]  The  difficulty  of  interpreting  the  prediction 

*  Gen.  XV.  13  "shall  serve  them,"  LXX  "enslave  them,"  SovXiliyrovffiv  avroit 
(Acts  vii.  6  S.  airrb).  The  idiom  "  serve-oneself  with  "  is  paraphrased  in  Lev.  xxv. 
39  (lit.)  "thou  shall  not  serve-thyself  in  him  (with)  the  -  service  -  of  a  servant," 
LXX  "he  shall  not  serve  thee  with  the  service  of  a  house-servant."  In  Jer.  xxv. 
14  (R.V.)  "shall  serve  themselves  of,"  marg.  "have  served  themselves,  or,  made 
bondmen"  LXX  om.,  but  Q  marg.  has  iboiXevcav  iv  avrois.  In  all  these  cases, 
"serve  "  =  iaj;. 

^  Quaest.  Gen.  iv.  §  157  (P.  A.  366),  "  Bonum  .  .  ,  serotinum  et  adventicium, 
pravitas  ab  infantia  pene  consistit,  sed  tamen  regitur  a  iuveniore  "  (see  430<z).  In 
i,  105  he  quotes  the  LXX  without  indicating  his  interpretation  of  the  words 
"greater"  and  "less." 

3  Joseph.  Anf.  i.  18.  I  tov  di  fielj^ovos  wporeprfiaeiv  rb  doKovu  iXaaaov  elyai. 
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"  [the]  great[er]  {Rab)  shall  serve  [the]  little  "  is  increased  by 
the  preceding  words,  "  \^The  one]  people  shall  be  stronger  than 
[t/te  oth^r]  people."  Is  "[the  one]  people"  Edom  ?  But 
Edom  did  not  become  "stronger."  To  make  sense,  one 
may  say  "  at  first  stronger "  ;  but  then  fairness  may  seem 
to  demand  that  we  should  also  say  "shall  at  first  serve." 

There  is  a  Talmudic  tradition  that  Rab  was  Jacob,  not 
Esau,  and  that  Edom  signified  Rome  :  "  Two  nations.  This 
means  two  lords  ;  out  of  Jacob  will  descend  Rabbi,  who  will 
be  a  prince,  a  lord  over  the  Jews  :  and  out  of  Esau  will 
descend  Antoninus,  who  will  be  a  king  over  (the  children  of) 
Esau."  ^  Startling  as  this  interpretation  is,  it  has  reason 
on  its  side  so  far  as  this,  that  it  takes  Rab  as  "  great " 
which  it  does  mean,  and  not  as  "elder,"  which  it  never 
means  (except  conjecturally  here).  Taking  "  great "  to 
mean  "  really  great,"  the  Talmudist  regards  the  words  as 
predicting  that  Israel,  though  really  great,  shall  be  subjected 
to  Rome,  which,  in  spite  of  its  material  greatness,  might  be 
called  by  a  Jew  really  "little."" 

[429  (v)]  Coming  to  Christian  interpretation,  we  find 
St.  Paul  in  one  passage  evidently  taking  "  the  greater "  as 
having  once  meant  Esau  :  but  he  goes  on  to  apply  the 
prediction  so  as  to  suggest  that  now  it  means  Israel  after 
the  flesh,  i.e.  the  Church  of  the  Pharisees,  great  in  its  own 
estimation,  but  made  inferior  to  "  Israel  after  the  spirit,"  i.e. 
to  the  despised  Church  of  Christ.^     Similarly  Luke's  Gospel, 

'  Rabbinical  Commentary  on  Genesis,  P.  A.  Hershon,  Hodder  and  Stoughton, 
1885  (p.  153).  The  same  author  in  The  Pentateuch  according  to  the  Talmud, 
Bagster  and  Sons,  1883  (p.  359)  says  "  Read  not  d'U  nations,  but  d"3  men.  (The 
Massorah  gives  the  latter  reading.)  These  are  Kcd>t>i  (compiler  of  the  Mishnah) 
and  Antoninus  (the  emperor  of  Rome,  which  the  Rabbis  identify  with 
Edom  .  .  .)." 

'  Comp.  the  saying  of  the  Egyptian  priest  in  Plato  (Timaeus  §  3  p.  22  b)  to 
the  Greek  visitor,  •*  You  Greeks  are  always  children.''^  If  Rab  was  interpreted  as 
Israel,  some  might  regard  the  prediction  as  fulfilled  in  the  bowing  down  of  Jacob 
and  his  children  to  Esau  (Gen.  xxxiii.  8) :  but  in  that  case  the  words  (Gen.  xxvii. 
40)  "thou  shalt  shake  bis  yoke  from  off  thy  neck,"  would  seem  to  suit  Jacob 
better  than  Esau.  »  Rom.  ix.  12-31. 
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in  the  parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son,  appears  to  find  in  "  the 
elder  brother  "  a  type  of  Israel  after  the  flesh,  i.e.  the  Church 
of  the  Pharisees.^ 

[429  (vi)]  That  Jesus  had  in  view  here  this  ancient 
prediction  of  Genesis  is  made  probable  by  the  following 
considerations  :  ( i )  the  rarity  of  the  word  "  greater,"  and 
especially  of  this  contrast  between  "  the  greater  "  and  "  the 
less"  in  the  Bible  ;  (2)  the  important  part  necessarily  played 
by  this  remarkable  prophecy  in  all  Jewish  discussions  about 
"  the  greater "  and  "  the  less,"  which  may  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  have  been  frequent;"  (3)  the  variations  of 
the  synoptists  ("  first,"  "  greatest,"  "  chief,"  "  last,"  "  minister," 
"  youngest "),  which  point  to  the  ambiguous  words  in  Genesis. 
To  these  may  be  added  the  fact  that  (4),  in  Matthew's 
version,  there  appears  to  be  a  preparation  for  an  allusion 
to  the  prediction  about  Rab,  in  a  preceding  mention  of 
Rabbi :  "  Be  not  ye  called  Rabbi  .  .  .  but  he  that  is  Rab 
among  you  .  .  ." 

[429  (vii)]  We  are  now  in  a  position  to  understand  why 
Mark,  in  both  his  versions  of  Christ's  doctrine  on  the  greater 
and  the  less,  used  the  word  "  first "  to  denote  "  the  greater," 
As  Josephus,  in  his  paraphrase  of  the  prediction,  used  the 
verb  "  to  be  the  first  {'irpoTepelv)y"  so  Mark,  in  his  paraphrase, 
used  the  adjective  "  first "  to  express  a  difficult  and  disputed 
term  connected  by  many  with  the  word  "elder,"  which 
implied  "first-born."  An  accidental  coincidence  in  the 
Greek  context  of  the  passage  in  Genesis  might  help  to 
induce  Mark  to  employ  this  word.  It  happens  that,  in 
Genesis,  immediately  after  being  called  "  (the)  great  (one)," 
Esau  is  called  "  the  first,"  rendered  by  the  Septuagint  "  first- 
born."     Mark    may  have    similarly   rendered    "  Rab "    here 

*  Lk.  XV.  25-32. 

'  Beside  the  two  synoptic  passages  quoted  above,  comp.  Mt.  xi.  11  (Lk.  vii. 
28)  about  John  the  Baptist  than  whom  none  is  "greater"  among  those  "born 
of  women,"  but  "the  less  (or,  least)  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven  is  greater 
than  he." 
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freely  *'  first,"  while  Matthew  and  Luke  have  preferred  the 
Septuagint  rendering  "  greater  "  or  "  elder."  ^ 

O)  {Mk.)  ''desireth"  omitted  {in  {{))  by  Mt.  and  Lk. 

[430]  It  was  shown  in  Clue  (164)  that  Matthew's 
"  desirest  to  be  perfect "  was  probably  in  accordance  with 
the  Hebrew  (lit.)  "  is  it  in  thy  mind  to  become,"  which  was 
misunderstood  by  Mark.  So  here  the  original  seems  to 
have  been,  "  a  man  in-whose-mind-it-is  to  be  great." '  This 
might  easily  be  confused  with  "  a  man  ifi  whose  mind  is 
greatness,"  i.e.  who  is  by  nature  great^ 

(7)  Ambiguity  of  "  shall  be  " 

[431  (i)]  Mark,  as  it  stands  ("he  shall,  or  will,  be 
last "),  is  liable  to  be  completely  misunderstood  as 
though  the  words  conveyed  a  •  warning  that  any  one 
aiming  at  being  first  shall  be  punished  by  being 
degraded  to  be  last.  This  arises  from  the  fact  that,  in 
Hebrew,  "  he  shall  be  "  may  be  either  (i)  a  prediction  "  he 
will  be,"  or  (ii)  a  warning  "  he  shall  be,"  or  (iii)  an  exhorta- 
tion "  he  must  be,  should  be."  Moreover  "  be "  may  mean 
"  become."  Matthew  and  Luke,  who  regard  the  words  not 
as  the  statement  of  a  spiritual  law  but  as  a  precept,  agree  in 
substituting  the  second  person,  "  you,"  for  the  third,  "  any 
man."     Luke  also  introduces  the  hortative  "  let  him  become." 

'  [429  (vii)  a\  Gen.  xxv.  25  "and  theyfrj/  (prion)  came  forth  red,"  iiriKBtv 
ol  6  i'I6»  6  xponiroKOi  xvppdKrji.  This  is  the  only  instance  where  the  Hebrew 
■'  first "  (owing  to  special  context)  is  rendered  "  first-born  son." 

'"  |430<']  "  Desire  (mn),"  when  preceded  by  -3,  is  confused  in  Hosea  x.  10 
{\Q)  with  ma,  in  1  S.  xxiii.  20  with  rm,  in  Mic.  vii.  i  with  .tik.  It  might  easily 
be  confused  with  Aram.  n'K  (Heb.  v')  =  {iirdpxew,  a  word  used  in  Lk.  ix.  48. 

I'hilo  {Quaest.  Gen.  iv.  §  157  (P.A.  366))  says,  somewhat  obscurely,  "pravitas 
.  .  .  regitur  a  iuveniore,  non  temporis  lege,  sed  naturae."  Does  this  mean  that 
vice  is  dominated  by  virtue,  the  younger,  not  by  the  law  of  this  world  (temporis = 
aiQ¥ot)  but  by  the  law  of  [diviae]  nature,  i.e.  virtue  is  by  nature  the  "  first-bom," 
or  "  greater,"  and  entitled  to  rule  ? 
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All  the  variations  indicate  two  translations  from  a  Hebrew 
original,  of  which  Mark  alone  has  twice  (Matthew  once) 
recorded  one  detail  (the  "  desiring ") ;  but  Luke  (in  his 
second  version)  has  most  clearly  brought  out  the  hortatory 
purpose. 

(8)  Christ's  meaning 

[431  (ii)]  John's  narrative  of  the  washing  of  the  feet 
of  the  disciples  by  Jesus  had  perhaps,  beside  other  and 
far  higher  objects,  that  of  clearing  up  misunderstandings 
concerning  Christ's  answer  to  the  question  "  Who  [is]  the 
greatest  ?  "  ^ 

This  resembles  the  question  "  Who  is  the  strongest  ? " 
discussed  in  Esdras,-  and  may  well  have  been  an  old  and 
familiar  one  in  Hebrew  literature.  In  Christ's  time,  the 
Rabbi — that  is,  the  "  great "  or  "  strong  "  one — was  perhaps 
the  most  powerful  influence  in  Judaea.  "  Rab "  was  more 
powerful  among  the  Jews  than  Rome,  and  the  rule  of  the 
former  seemed  to  some  of  Christ's  countrymen  the  type  of 
God's  rule.  To  Jesus  it  did  not  seem  so.  Going  back  to 
the  very  first  passage  in  which  the  epithet  Rad  is  applied  to 
man.  He  takes  an  old  and  obscure  tradition,  capable  of  being 
narrowed  to  immoral  conclusions,  and  spiritualises  it,  or 
creates  it  anew,  as  He  created  anew  the  rule  of  "  an  eye  for 
an  eye."  He  says,  in  effect,  "  Be  not  ye  called  Rad  among 
men  ;  but  if  ye  would  be  Ra6  in  the  sight  of  God,  make 
yourselves  servants  of  Zoer.  The  way  to  become  great  is 
to  make  yourselves  little." 

^  Mk.  ix.  34  tU  /xe/fwj'.  But  D  has  "  Who  is  to  become  {yivTp-ai)  the  greatest  of 
them,"  SS.  "Who  sAou/d  be  greatest?"  Mk.  omits  "is."  Mt.  xviii.  i  (rfi  iptx. 
fidl^tav  iffTlv ;)  inserts  "is,"  as  though  the  meaning  were,  "Who  is  really 
greatest  ?  "  and  that  this  is  his  view  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  he  adds  "  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven." 

Lk.  ix.  46  has  Ws  Siu  ett]  nel^up,  "as  to  who  might  be  the  greatest." 
"  I  Esdr.  iii.  5-iv.  40,  introduced  by  the  words,  "  Let  us  each  utter  a  discourse 
[as  to]  who  might  be  strongest^'  (6j  virepiax^ffu). 
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Mk.  ix.  50. 

"(dij)  Salt  is  good; 
but,  if  the  salt  be- 
come saltless,  where- 
with will  ye  flavour  it  ? 
(a  )  Have  in  your- 
selves salt  and  (a^)  be 
at  peace  with  one 
another." 


§  46.  ''SaU" 

Mt.  v.  13. 

"Ye  are  the  salt 
of  the  earth ;  but,  if 
the  salt  become  in- 
sipid [lit.  foolish], 
wherewith  shall  it  be 
salted  ?  " 


Lk.  xiv.  34. 

"Salt  therefore  is 
good ;  but,  if  even 
{kol)  the  salt  become 
insipid  [lit  foolish], 
wherewith  shall  it  be 
flavoured  ?  " 


(i)  {Mk.-Lk.)  ''good"  :  Lk.  adds  "  therefore  "  :  {Mt)  ''ye  are  " 

[482]  The  use  of  the  second  person  in  Matthew  ("  ye  "), 
and  its  omission  in  Luke,  who  inserts  "  therefore,"  may  be 
explained  from  the  fact  that  a  Hebrew  word  meaning 
"  therefore "  not  only  resembles,  but  is  actually  confused 
with,  a  form  of  "  to  you,"  which  may  mean  "  [belonging]  to 
you."  In  one  peissage  of  Zechariah  the  Authorised  Version 
has  "  you,"  where  the  Revised  Version  has  "  Verily "  (the 
same  Hebrew  word  as  "  therefore ").  In  the  recovered 
Hebrew  of  Ecclesiasticus,  where  the  text  has  "  to  you " 
(omitted  by  the  Septuagint),  the  Editors  suggest  "  therefore." 
In  Isaiah,  "therefore  have  I  called"  is  rendered  by  the 
Septuagint  "  announce  to  t/iem"  and  "  to  them "  is 
frequently  confused  with  "  to  you."  ^ 

[483]  The  next  point  to  be  considered  is  Mark's  "  good," 
adopted  also  by  Luke.  As  a  working  hypothesis,  suppose  the 
Original  to  have  been  "  Ye  have  the  salt,"  literally,  "  To-you 
[is]  salt"     If  "  to  you  "  (dD*?)  gave  rise  to  a  variant  "  there- 

'  [432fl]  Zech.  xi.  7,  Sir.  xlvL  8,  Is.  xxx.  7  (LXX  leg.  on"?) :  ddS  =  "  to  you," 
[aS  =  "therefore,"  besides  meaning  fern,  "to  you":  j3="well,"  or  "good 
(433),"  KoXwt,  which  in  many  MSS.  would  be  written  koXot.  This  might  be 
corrected  to  xoXa,  i.€.  KoKbv.  In  Ruth  i.  13  "therefore  (jnV) "  is  twice  rendered 
"them"  by  LXX;  and  comp.  Mk.  iv.  24  "And  he  began  to  say  to  them. 
Beware  what  ye  hear,"  with  Lk.  viii.  18  "  Beware  ifurefore  how  ye  hear." 
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fore "  (ph),  a  word  frequently  mistranslated  in  LXX,  a 
third  variant  may  have  been  p.  This  word  could  not  mean 
*'  good "  in  the  ordinary  predicative  sense  ;  but  it  means 
"  right,"  and  is  frequently  used  in  the  phrase  "  rightly  said," 
"  well  said."  Once  it  is  used  in  O.T.  absolutely,  without 
"  said,"  to  mean  "  Right !  "  "  True."  In  Greek,  as  in  English, 
this  might  be  expressed  by  "  Good  ! "  (/caXw*?).'  Among 
various  interpretations  of  this  difficult  passage,  one  may  have 
erroneously  substituted  "  good  "  (p)  for  "  to  you,"  so  as  to 
convert  "  To  you  is  salt "  into  "  Good  is  salt."  But,  as  will 
be  seen  below,  the  process  may  have  been  reversed.  "  Good  " 
may  have  been  corrupted  into  "  to  you."  Or  "  good  "  and 
"  to  you  "  may  both  be  additions  intended  to  complete  what 
seemed  to  be  incomplete  sense. 

(ii)  Probable  corruption  in  Marks  context 

[434]  Luke  omits  the  whole  of  the  preceding  discourse 
in  Mark  about  "  cutting  off  "  any  member  that  causes  a  man 
"  to  stumble."  Matthew  condenses  the  discourse,  omitting  a 
passage  (immediately  preceding  the  passage  under  discussion), 
part  of  which  is  apparently  quoted  from  the  last  verse  of 
Isaiah,  (Mk.  ix.  48-9)  "  Where  their  worm  dieth  not,  and 
the  fire  is  not  quenched.  For  every  one  shall  be  salted 
with  fire." 

There  is  an  antecedent  presumption  that  any  passages 
of  Mark  omitted  by  one  or  both  of  the  later  Synoptists 
appeared  to  the  latter  corrupt,  obscure,  or  erroneous.  And 
certainly  these  words  are  extremely  obscure,  and  abrupt, 
apparently  bringing  together  two  kinds  of  fire,  that  of 
Gehenna,  and  that  of  "  salt,"  without  clearly  distinguishing 
between  them.      Moreover,  Codex  D  reads  "  Every  sacrifice 

*  [433a]  Josh.  ii.  4  R.V.  "Yea  (i3),'\Gesen.  Oxf.  "Right!"  A.V.  "thus," 
LXX  oiJTotj  \i-yovaa.  Comp.  Rom.  xi.  20  "Thou  wilt  say  then,  '  Branches  .  .  . 
that  I  might  be  grafted  in.'  Well  (»caXwi),"  for  which  DeHtzsch  has  m.n  p. 
Wetst.  ad  loc.  indicates  that  KaXws  was  adopted  as  a  Jewish  word. 
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shall  be  salted  with  salt,"  and  the  Arabic  Diatessaron 
conflates  this  with  Mark's  text,  which  itself,  as  will  be  seen 
below,  appears  to  contain  conflations.  It  has  also  been 
shewn  (289^)  that  »m,  "  fire,"  may  be  easily  confused  with 
ntDN,  "  sacrifice  "  ;  and  both  are  easily  confused  with  ©"'n,  or 
©IDN,  "  man,"  ^  which  may  be  latent  under  Mark's  "  Every  one." 
The  classical  passage  about  the  salting  of  sacrifices 
prescribed  that  Israel  should  always  salt  them.  This  was 
expressed  literally  in  the  words  "  Thou  shalt  not  cease^  lit. 
cause  Xa-rest,  or,  keep-Sabbath,  to  salt."  Schottgen  quotes  a 
Jewish  tradition  that  replied  to  the  question,  what  kind  of 
salt  must  be  used  for  the  salting  of  sacrifice,  by  quoting  the 
Levitical  precept  and  by  concluding  that  it  must  be  "  salt 
that  did  not  rest  on  the  Sabbath,"  that  is,  salt  from  the 
Dead  Sea.^  Ezekiel  also  speaks  of  "  salting  "  as  following 
washing,  in  the  case  of  a  newly -born  child.'  The  meta- 
phorical use  of  "  salt "  appears  to  have  existed  in  New 
Hebrew  proverbs  as  well  as  in  Greek  and  Latin  :  a  youth 
was  called  "  salted  "  when  he  was  "  quick-witted  "  ;  bene- 
ficence was  said  to  be  the  "  salt "  of  wealth :  and  in  the 
proverb,  "  Discard  salt  and  throw  the  flesh  to  the  dog,"  the 
"  salt "  is  said  to  have  meant  the  soul.*  It  is  therefore 
antecedently  probable  that  Christ's  doctrine  might  include 
some  reference  to  the  positive  and  ever-present  purification 
with  the  salt  of  the  Spirit  as  distinct  from  the  negative 
purification  of  "  cutting  off"."  But  if  Mark's  Original  ex- 
pressed this,  it  has  been  so  corrupted  and  obscured  in  the 
earliest  Greek  Gospel  that  the  later  Synoptists  have  partly, 
or  wholly,  omitted  it.^ 

'  Comp.  Sir.  vii.  17  "the  hope  of  man  (erwic)  [is  the]  worm,"  LXX,  "the 
vengeance  on  the  impious  \is\fire  {ictpovs  rvp)  and  worm  "  (leg.  rM  pn). 

'  Lev.  ii.  13,  Schottg.  (i.  19-20,  on  Mt.  v.  13). 

'  Ezck.  xvi,  4.  *  Levy,  s.v.  nSo,  vol.  iii.  pp.  126-7. 

*  [434<»]  Mk.'s  words  "  their  worm  dieth  not  and  the  fire  is  not  quenched  "  are 
from  Is.  Ixvi.  24.  The  reason  why  Mt.  omits  them  may  be  that  they  were  an 
early  gloss  added  to  explain  or  emphasize  the  meaning  of  "  Gehenna." 

[4i3ifi]   As  regards  the  original  of  Mk.'s  "salted,"  it  may  be  noted  that. 


[435]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


(iii)   The  Original 

[436]  There  are  diflficulties  in  the  way  of  acceptin<j  the 
present  text  of  Matthew  as  representing  the  Original.  In 
the  first  place,  is  it  likely  that  if  Jesus  called  the  disciples 
the  salt  of  the  world,  Mark  and  Luke  would  omit  such  words 
while  giving  their  context  ?  Then,  too,  if  "  salt "  means 
"  the  Spirit,"  would  it  not  be  much  more  likely  that  the 
disciples  should  be  said  to  have  the  Spirit  than  to  be  the 
Spirit?  It  may  be  objected  that  Matthew's  version  proceeds 
to  call  the  disciples  "the  light  of  the  world,"  and,  if  light, 
why  not  "  salt  "  ?  But  the  former  may  be  as  erroneous  as 
the  latter.  According  to  John,  Christ  is  "  the  light  of  the 
world  "  :  and  the  Christian  doctrine  is  that  we  have  Him  as 
our  light,  or,  at  most,  that  we  are  "  lights  ((fxoa-Trjpe^:) " 
(Phil.  ii.  15),  but  never  that  we  are  "the  light  (to  <f>(b<i)." 
Antecedently,  then,  we  should  rather  expect  the  Gospel  to 
say  something  to  this  effect,  "  Have  ye  (or.  Ye  have)  the  salt  ? 
Then  beware  lest  it  lose  its  savour.  Have  ye  (or.  Ye  have) 
the  light  ?  Then  let  your  light  shine  before  men."  Yet,  if 
this  was  in  the  Original,  why  should  it  have  been  corrupted, 
the  thought,  the  words,  and  the  construction,  being  all  per- 
fectly clear  and  simple  ?  We  have  therefore  to  consider  the 
possibility  of  another  Original. 

In  Proverbs,  the  Hebrew  "  is  (w)  "  is  often  used  to  express 
the  existence  of  something  good  as  far  as  it  goes  but  leaving 
room  for  something  better^  eg.  (Prov.  xx.  15)  "There  is  gold 
and  the  abundance  of  rubies  ;  but  the  lips  of  knowledge  are 
a   precious  jewel."     The  word    is   also   used    to  emphasize 

although  in  the  words  peculiar  to  himself  {"  Every  one  shall  be  salted")  he  uses 
the  verb-form  of  "salt,"  yet  in  the  next  verse,  where  Mt.  has  "salted  "he  has 
"flavoured."  The  word  pa  is  frequently  used  of  "preparing"  or  "setting"  the 
heart,  for  the  service  of  God  (2  Chr.  xii.  14,  xix.  3,  xxx.  19)  and  also  Zeph.  i.  7 
of  "  preparing"  a  sacrifice.  If  this  was  the  Hebrew  original  of  "  salted  "  in  Mk. 
ix.  49,  coming  as  it  does  just  before  the  word  "good"  in  Mk.  ix.  50,  it  suggests 
that  pa  and  j3  may  have  been  confused  together. 
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existence.  In  three  instances  where  the  Hebrew  has  simply 
"there  is"  {e.g.  Prov.  xxiii.  i8  "there  is  a  reward,"  and  sec 
Prov.  xxiv.  14  and  Job  xi.  18),  the  LXX  inserts  "for  tJue" 
or  "  of  thee!'  May  not  the  Editors  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel  or 
the  Greek  translators  have  similarly  made  additions  here? 
Taking  "  salt  is  "  as  an  incomplete  sentence,  some  may  have 
added  "  good,"  meaning  "  good  as  far  as  it  goes "  ;  others 
"  ye,"  meaning  "  ye  are  the  salt  "  ;  others  "  to  you,"  meaning 
"  ye  have,"  or  "  have  ye  "  ;  and  out  of  some  of  these  marginal 
suggestions  might  spring  the  reading  "  therefore." 

The  details  of  the  Original  must  be  left  matters  of  con- 
jecture ;  but,  in  addition  to  the  possibilities  of  confusion 
above-mentioned  between  p,  ph,  and  DD^,  the  mention  of  »"' 
suggests  another  possibility  of  error,  namely,  that  m^,  "  is," 
may  have  been  read  by  some  as  iw,  "  right,"  once  rendered 
by  the  LXX  "  good  (Kokoq),"  Mark's  word  here.  The  final 
impression  left  by  all  these  considerations  is  that  the  three 
Evangelists  are  dealing  with  one  Hebrew  Original,  variously 
interpreted.^ 

(iv)  "  0/  the  earth  " 

[436]  Was  this  a  part  of  the  Original  or  inserted  by 
Matthew?  Probably  it  is  an  insertion,  as  also  "of  the 
world"  is  in  what  follows  ("ye  are  the  light  of  the  world") 
— the  addition  being  made  for  definiteness,  in  each  case.^ 

'  It  should  be  added  that  in  Greek,  as  well  as  in  Hebrew,  *'ye  [are\  the  salt'' 
could  easily  spring  from  a  corruption  of  "_ytf  have"  lit.  "  to  you  [there  is]."  In 
Greek,  "ye  [are]"  might  be  YAaic  {i.e.  vfult),  and  "ye  have"  might  be  Y^aT  (i.e. 
vfiif).  In  Heb.  "ye  are"  might  be  oar',  and  "ye  have"  (written  as  one  word) 
oaVp'.  Neither  of  these  corruptions  is  improbable,  but  the  probability  of  either  is 
diminished  if  it  must  be  supposed  to  be  repeated  in  Mt.  v.  14  "ye  are  the  light." 
Hence  it  becomes  more  easy  to  suppose  that  Mt.  added  "ye  are"  from  inference 
as  the  LXX  added  "to  thee''  or  "of  thee"  in  Prov.  xxiii.  18  quoted  above  and 
in  I'rov.  xxiv.  14,  Job.  xi.  18. 

*  [436a]  Mt.  V.  14  "of  the  world  (*cJ<r>iou)."  The  words  should  probably 
run,  "  Ye  have  the  light  of  the  world.  A  beaeon  (ni)  set  on  a  hill  cannot  be 
hid"  :  Tp,  "city,"  has  been  substituted  for  -u,  "beacon,"  as  it  has  been  for  (Is. 
xxxiL  18,  xxxiiL  20)  .tii,  for  (Nahum  ii.  6)  inj,  for  (Josh.  xv.  10,  2  K.  xxiii.  16,  2 
Chr.  xxi.  II,  Is.  Ixvi.  20)  in,  and  for  (2  S.  viii.  ii)  •«  (Tromm.). 
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Similarly,    although   the    Psalmist   uses    the    phrase    "from  I 

the  beginning  "  absolutely,  Matthew  (according  to  R.V.  and  f 

some  of  the  best  MSS.)  has  "from  the  beginning  (or, 
foundation)  of  the  world"  when  actually  quoting  from  the 
Psalm.  In  another  passage,  all  the  MSS.  of  Matthew  have 
"  from  the  beginning  of  the  world. 


I"  1 


(v)  Signs  of  conflation  in  Mark 

[437]  In  whatever  way  Matthew's  tradition  "  ye  are  the 
salt "  came  into  existence — whether  as  an  integral  part  of, 
or  as  a  corruption  from,  the  Original  Gospel — it  has  been 
shewn  to  be  easily  interchangeable,  either  through  Greek  or 
through  Hebrew  corruption,  with  "  ye  have  salt,"  or  "  have 
ye  salt."  ^  But  it  has  also  been  shewn  that  "  ye  have  salt  " 
might  be  confused  with  "salt  is  good."  It  follows  that  "ye 
are  the  salt,"  "have  ye  salt,"  and  "salt  is  good,"  may  be 
three  versions  of  one  Original :  and  the  last  two  (both  of 
which  occur  in  Mark  at  a  slight  interval)  may  be  conflations. 

Instead,  however,  of  simply  saying  "  Have  salt,"  Mark 
says  "  Have  salt  in  yourselves"  meaning  that  the  source  of 
purification  is  not  to  be  external  but  internal,  the  Spirit 
dwelling  in  the  heart.  This  also  implies  a  "  salting  "  not  at 
stated  intervals  but  constantly  going  on,  one  that — according 
to  the  Jewish  tradition  above  (434)  quoted — "  does  not  rest 
on  the  Sabbath." 

But   this   is   a   metaphor.     What   is   the   prose  precept 

1  Mt.  xiii.  35  airb  Kara^oK^i  Koa/xov :  a  quotation  from  Ps.  Ixxviii.  2  (LXX 
air'  dpxvs),  where  the  lieb.  and  LXX  omit  "of  the  world."  Most  MSS.  of  Mt. 
omit  kIxtixov,  but  DL  insert  it.  Mt.  xxv.  34  has  4ir6  KarapoKrfs  Kbafutv.  Mt. 
xxiv.  21  has  KSfffiov  where  the  parall.  Mk.  has  Krlffeus. 

2  "  Have  ye  salt"  might  be  taken  interrogatively  as  meaning  "  if  ye  have  salt," 
or  imperatively.  If  ef  was  in  the  Original,  it  could  not  rightly  be  translated  so  as 
to  have  an  imperative  meaning.  But  the  LXX  occasionally  renders  it  by  the 
future,  and  the  future  might  be  taken  by  a  Greek  Evangelist  as  having  an 
imperative  force.  Instances  of  v  rendered  by  LXX  ^o-rai  occur  in  Numb.  ix. 
20,  21,  Prov.  xix.  18,  xxiii.  18,  xxiv.  14  (in  Numb.  ix.  20,  21,  Prov,  xxiv.  14,  the 
Heb.  is  preceded  by  1). 
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implied  in  "  Have  salt  in  yourselves  (iv  eavrot?)"?  If  "salt" 
means  the  Spirit  that  Christ  bequeathed  to  His  disciples, 
does  not  this  imply  "  peace  "  ("  Peace  I  leave  with  you,  my 
/>eace  I  give  unto  you ")  ?  Hence  Mark's  words  seem  to 
lead  directly  to  the  words  in  the  Colossian  Epistle  (iii.  15), 
"  Let  the  peace  of  Christ  arbitrate  {^pa^everw)  in  your  hearts'' 
Kut  is  this  "  peace  "  mere  internal  calm,  so  that  the  "  arbitra- 
tion "  is  merely  between  one  desire  and  another  in  a  single 
heart  ?  The  Colossian  letter  suggests  that  "  the  peace  of 
Christ  "  means  more  than  this,  and  has  a  collective  aspect, 
for  it  continues,  "  to  which  [peace]  also  ye  were  called  in  one 
body"  and  this  is  implied  in  the  Ephesian  letter,  bidding  us 
(iv.  3)  "  keep  the  unity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  bond  of  peace." 

A  direct  prose  version  of  Mark's  "  Have  salt  in  your- 
selves*' would  be  "  Have  peace  in  yourselves!'  But  this 
would  be  ambiguous.  It  might  mean  "  Have  peace,  each 
man  in  his  own  heart,  independently  of  external  things  or 
persons."  But  it  might  also  mean,  and,  as  a  fact,  it  does 
mean  in  the  first  epistle  to  the  Thessalonians  (v.  13 
elprjvevere  iv  kaxrroisi)  "  Have  peace  with  one  another."  The 
ambiguity  of  the  words  in  that  epistle  has  caused  some  to 
read  "  them  (avTols:) "  for  "  yourselves  {€avTol<;)."  The 
prospect  of  ambiguity  here  has  probably  caused  Mark  to 
substitute  for  "  in  yourselves  "  the  unambiguous  "  along  with 
one  another  (jict  d\Xi]\(ov) "  :  but  it  appears  to  have  been 
originally  "  have  peace  iu  yourselves,"  and  to  have  been  a 
marginal  explanation  of  the  words  "  have  salt  in  yourselves." 
If  that  is  the  case,  the  precept  about  peace  (as  well  as  the 
precept  about  salt)  is  part  of  a  conflation,  and  its  omission 
by  Matthew  and  Luke  becomes  intelligible. 

(vi)  (Afk.)  "  saltless,"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  insipid"  (lit.  "  moiie  foolish  ") 

[437  (i)]  This  divergence  is  exactly  illustrated  by  a 
passage  in  Ezekiel,  where  Aquila  has  Mark's  word  "  saltless" 
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THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


but  two  other  MSS.  severally  '^  folly "  and  "  unprepared." 
The  Hebrew  word  is  rare,  and  means  "  something  to  be  spit 
out  (because  it  has  lost  its  virtue  or  essence)."  ^ 


§  46  (a).  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  //  came  to  pass ' 


Mk.  X.  I. 

"  And  thence  hav- 
ing arisen  he-cometh 
into  the  boundaries 
of  Judaea  and  be- 
yond the  Jordan." 


'  .  .  .  Galilee" 

Lk.  xvii.  II. 

"  And  it-came-to- 
pass  ^  in  [his]  going  to 
Jerusalem,  (lit.)  and 
he  was  going  through 
the  midst  of  Samaria 
andof  6'rt//7<'<r."^ 


Mt.  xix.  I. 

"And  it -came -to- 
pass  ^  when  Jesus  had 
finished  all  these 
words,  he  removed 
from  Galilee  and 
came  into  the  bound- 
aries of  Judaea  be- 
yond the  Jordan." 

[438  (i)]  The  threefold  parallelism  here  is  so  obscure 
that  it  may  very  reasonably  be  disputed.  The  words  in 
Mark  follow  the  doctrine  about  "salt."  But  those  in 
Matthew  do  not.  Moreover,  the  words  in  Luke  are  not 
parallel  in  arrangement  to  those  in  Mark  or  in  Matthew, 
and  differ  in  substance  from  both.  The  following  remarks, 
therefore,  do  not  aim  at  demonstrating  the  similarity  between 
Matthew  and  Luke  to  be  of  the  nature  of  an  "  agreement " 
with  a  Corrector  :  but  they  may  be  of  use  in  considering 
other  passages  where  "  Galilee  "  occurs  in  the  Synoptists. 

[438  (ii)]  The  identity  of  so  many  consecutive  words 
in  Mark  and  Matthew — "  the  boundaries  of  Judaea  [and] 
beyond  the  Jordan,"  an  expression  that  occurs  here  alone 
in  the  New  Testament — makes  it  almost  certain  that  these 
two  writers,  at  all  events,  are  referring  to  the  same  event. 
And  one  probable  cause  of  their  difference  from  one  another 

^  [437  (i)a]  Ezek.  xiii.  10,  14,  15  "  unf ampere  J"  C^Bn),  LXX  (leg.  as  from  hsi 
"fall")  (thrice)  ireffeiTai.  Aqu.  &va\ov,  Q.  i<ppo<rivg,  Q.  marg.  ivaprintfi.  Comp. 
2  S.  xxii.  27  (San)  with  parall.  Ps.  xviii.  26  Cyna). 

'  "  It  came  to  pass."     For  these  words,  see  438  (v)  e. 

*  R.V.  Marg.  "between  Samaria  and  Galilee."  The  MSS.  vary  between 
Sik  ftjkffov,  iih.  fjJffov,  and  fUffov. 
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can  be  readily  indicated.  "  Galilee  "  means  "  region,"  or 
"  surrounding  country."  It  has  been  shown  to  have  been 
probably  (128-9)  conflated  by  Mark  as  "  (a^)  the  surrounding 
country  of  {a^  Galilee"  and  by  Luke  in  a  passage  in  which  he 
speaks,  first,  of  Jesus  going  "into  Galilee"  and  then  of  His 
fame  going  forth  "  in  the  whole  of  the  surrounding  country." 
It  was  also  shown  (128)  that,  in  Joshua,  "the  region  about 
Jordan  "  (A.V,  "  borders  of  Jordan  ")  was  rendered  by  the 
LXX  "  Galaad  of  Jordan,"  and  by  Codex  Alexandrinus 
"  Galilotli  of  Jordan.^  Moreover,  as  regards  Isaiah's  prophecy 
about  "  Galilee  of  the  nations,"  it  was  pointed  out  that  R.V. 
has,  in  the  margin,  "  district,"  instead  of  "  Galilee."  Now 
Mark's  Greek  word  "  boundaries  "  may  be  used  here,  or  at 
all  events  might  be  naturally  supposed  to  be  used  here,  for 
"  parts,"  "  district,"  or  "  territory."  '"  And  it  happens  that 
the  Hebrew  for  *'  boundary  "  is  very  similar  to  the  Hebrew 
for  "  circle "  or  "  Galilee,"  and  that  the  two  are  actually 
confused  once  by  the  LXX.^  Hence  Matthew  may  have 
taken  Mark's  "  boundaries "  to  mean  "  region,"  which  he 
interpreted  as  "  Galilee."  Then,  since  "  into  Galilee  "  seemed 
to  make  no  sense,  he  might  take  "  in(to)  "  as  "  from  " — a 
most  frequent  (371,  444  (i),  516)  error — thus  obtaining 
''from  Galilee."  This  he  may  have  conflated  with  Mark's 
own  tradition  "  into  the  boundaries  of  Judaea." 

[438   (iii)]     In    considering    what    may   have    been    an 
original    Hebrew   version    we   have   to   give   weight   to   the 

*  Josh.  xxii.  II.  It  might  have  been  added  that  in  Josh.  xxii.  lo,  the  same 
Hebrew  is  rendered  by  LXX  "  Gallia  of  Jordan"  (A  "  Galiloth"). 

'  [438  (ii)  a]  See  Swete's  note  on  Mk.  x.  I  :  "tA  5p«a  r.  'I.,  not  the  frontier 
only  (as  Origen  in  Mt.  oiK  iirX  rh.  fiiaa,  dW  olovel  t4  Axpa)  but  the  region  as  a 
whole  :  cf.  vii.  24."  This  is  perhaps  not  quite  certain.  The  meaning  of  5pia  in 
Mk.  vii.  24  is  doubtful.  But  in  view  of  the  double  meaning  of  Spia  in  LXX 
(  =  ^3J)  it  is  feurly  probable  here  that  it  means  not  "outskirts,"  but  "territory." 

*  [438  (ii)  *]  Josh.  xiii.  2  "regions  {rff'hi),"  6pia  (leg.  n'?i3j).  The  early 
Christian  use  of  "Galilee"  may  have  been  influenced  by  the  fact  that  {Ency. 
BETHSAIDA)  "by  84  A.D.  the  east  coast  was  definitely  attached  to  the  pro- 
vince."   The  east  coast  may  have  been  popularly  called  Galilee  before  that  date. 
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influence  of  prophecy  in  shaping  the  narrative  of  the  earliest 
Christian  Evangelists.  It  was  shown  above  (169)  that 
Mark's  inclusion  of  "  Idumaea "  in  the  names  of  districts 
that  sent  disciples  to  Christ,  was  probably  caused  by  a 
prophecy  of  Amos.  Now  the  present  passage  in  Mark  is 
the  only  one  in  which  he  describes  Jesus  as  visiting  the 
region  "  beyond  Jordan^  But  this  phrase  occurs  in  a  well- 
known  prophecy  of  Isaiah  (expressly  quoted  by  Matthew) 
predicting  that  the  light  of  the  Gospel  is  to  reach  "  by  the 
way  of  the  sea,  beyond  Jordan^  the  region  (or,  Galilee)  of  the 
nations."  Antecedently,  it  is  probable  that  Mark  had  that 
prophecy  in  his  mind.  But,  if  he  had,  he  may  have  been 
influenced  by  the  remarkable  fact  that  the  best  MSS.  of 
the  LXX  (after  the  word  "  nations ")  make  the  following 
addition,  possibly  intended  as  a  conflation  :  "  the  parts  of 
Judaea."' 

[438  (iv)]  Whether  this  is  a  conflation  or  not,  this 
Isaiah -passage  affords  an  explanation  of  the  variations 
between  Mark  and  Matthew,  on  the  supposition  that  the 
original  contained  the  words  of  Isaiah,  "beyond  Jordan  the 
region  of  the  nations."  Mark  may  have  taken  this  as 
meaning  "  the  parts  beyond  Jordan  and  the  region  of  the 
people  [of  God],"  i.e.  of  Judaea.  Matthew,  conflating,  may 
have  taken  "  region  of  the  nations  "  to  mean,  in  one  clause, 
"Galilee,"  in  the  other,  "region  of  Judaea." 

[438  (v)]  As  for  Luke — if  we  are  to  discuss  his  possible 
parallelism — we  have  to  bear  in  mind  (117)  that,  like  the 
author  of  Esdras,  he  never  uses  the  ambiguous  phrase 
"  beyond  Jordan."  In  Isaiah's  prophecy,  he  may  have 
interpreted   the  phrase  as  referring  to  the  western  side  of 

1  Is.  ix.  I,  B?nAQ  add  ri  fiipn)  t^j  'louSafaj.  The  sing,  "nation"  is  not 
often  applied  to  Israel,  and  the  pi.  never,  so  that  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that 
"the  district  of  the  nations"  was  taken  to  mean  "the  region  of  the  people  [of 
Israel],"  i.  e.  Judaea,  and  conflated.  But  it  is  also  difficult  to  suppose  that  so  many 
good  MSS.  added  the  clause  for  the  mere  purpose  of  amplifying  the  prophecy, 
without  any  justification,  or  appearance  of  justification,  in  the  text. 
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Jordan,  so  that  the  words  meant  "by  the  way  of  the 
[MfditerraHeaii\  sea,  to  the  west  of  Jordan,  Galilee  of  the 
nations "  ^ — in  effect,  simply,  the  whole  of  Galilee  up  to 
Tyre  and  Sidon.  The  conflicting  versions  of  Mark's  obscure 
tradition  might  be  taken  by  Luke  as  signifying  that  Jesus, 
in  His  final  journey,  ministered  to  "  Galilee  of  the  nations 
and  to  the  people  that  walked  in  darkness."  But  whom 
could  he  regard  as  designated  by  the  latter  title  more 
suitably  than  the  Samaritans  ?  Matthew's  version  of  the 
Mission  of  the  Twelve  forbade  the  disciples  to  go  "into 
the  way  of  the  nations "  or  enter  "  into  any  city  of  the 
Samaritans."  Luke,  who  mentions  the  latter  more  fre- 
quently and  more  favourably  than  Matthew,  might  be  ready 
to  adopt  a  version  of  Isaiah's  prophecy  that  described  Jesus 
as  journeying,  towards  the  end  of  His  course,  among 
Galilaeans  and   Samaritans.^     This,  however,  is  conjectural. 

^  Luke  never  follows  Mk.  in  calling  the  sea  of  Galilee  "sea."  In  Lk.  it  is 
always  "lake."  Mt.  says  that  Jesus  (iv.  13-15)  "came  and  dwelt  in  Capernaum 
whick-is-by-the-sea  (r^v  rapaOaXaafflav)  .  .  .  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  .  .  .  '  lAc 
way  of  tie  sea  beyond  Jordan.'"  Lk. ,  without  quoting  the  prophecy,  implies  it 
when  he  includes  among  the  people  that  came  to  Jesus  the  inhabitants  of  (Lk. 
vi.  17)  "M<r  sea  coast  (rijs  irapaXLov)  of  Tyre  and  Sidon."  Apparently,  Luke 
would  not  have  admitted  that  "  Capernaum  "  fulfilled  Isaiah's  prophecy  ;  but  Tyre 
and  Sidon  did.  The  former  was  merely  "  the  way  of  t/ie  lake"  ;  the  latter,  "  the 
way  o{  the  sea." 

^  [438  (v)  a]  SS  has  "passed  between  the  Samaritans  and  the  Galilaeans." 
Could  an  original  "between  (pa)"  be  confused  with  "sons  of  ('ja)"  so  as  to 
produce  '*  between  the  sons  of  Samaria"  (i.e.  between  the  Samaritans)  as  a  confla- 
tion ?  Luke's  words  have  caused  scribes  and  commentators  great  difficulty,  and 
it  seems  strange  that  he  should  have  used  the  ambiguous  5j4  iiicov  (or  (Uaov)  when 
/wTofi}  was  open  to  him  (Mt.  xxiii.  35,  Lk.  xi.  51).  Possibly  Luke  may  have 
conflated  "  lx)undaries "  as  "(^i)  boundaries  of  (a^  Galilee,"  and  then  may  have 
inferred  that  it  meant  the  southern  boundary  of  Galilee,  i.e.  the  borders  of  Galilee 
and  Samaria.  In  any  case  the  mention  of  Samaria  suited  his  purpose,  which 
was  to  introduce  a  story  about  ten  lepers,  nine  of  them  Jews,  one  a  Samaritan. 

[438  (v)  b]  If  Lk.  xvii.  II  is  parallel  to  Mk.  x.  i,  then  the  "going  to  Jeru- 
salem" may  be  an  inferential  paraphrase  of  Mk.'s  "arising  (ivaarii),"  which 
(in  O.T.)  often  implies  a  journey  of  some  length.  Mk.'s  word  might  indeed 
possibly  represent  "  went  up  (nSv)  [to  Jerusalem],"  but  drcurr^i'ai  does  not  repre- 
sent .iSp  more  than  four  times  in  LXX. 

[438  (v)  t-]  "//  came  to  pass  .  .  .  when  he  had  finished  .  .  . "  is  a  form  five 
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But  it  is  something  more  than  conjecture  that  the  same 
Hebrew  is  latent  under  Mark's  "  boundaries  "  and  Matthew's 
"  Galilee." 

§  47.  {Mk.)  "  with-lowring-countenance"  {Mt.-Lk.)  '*  fieard" 

Mlc  X.  22.  Mt.  xix.  22.  Lk.  xviii.  23. 

'*  But     he     with-  "  But   the   young  "  But  he,  having 

lowring- countenance  mzn  having  heard  \.\ig  heard  these    things, 

at  the  saying  went-  [or,  this]  saying  went-  became   full-of-sor- 

away  sorrowing."  away  sorrowing."  row." 

(i)  Rarity  of  Mark's  word 

[439]  Mark's  word  may  mean  "  hccdimc-glootny,'*  or 
"  hQCdiTnG-lowring."  It  is  rendered  by  the  latter  word  on 
the  only  other  occasion  where  it  (possibly)  occurs  in  the 
New  Testament,  where  the  context  ("  red  and  lowring ") 
hardly  allows  the  former  rendering.  In  the  Septuagint  it 
occurs  twice  or  thrice  in  Ezekiel  to  describe  the  "  dismay  " 
of  the   nations  over   the   fall    of   Tyre   and    Egypt.      The 

times  repeated  by  Mt.  in  order  to  introduce,  or  close,  an  epoch  in  Christ's  work 
(Mt.  vii.  28,  xi.  I,  xiii.  53,  xix.  i,  xxvi.  i).  Lk.  probably  retains  the  Hebrew  "it 
came  to  pass  "  for  the  same  reason — namely,  to  mark  a  new  departure.  Mk.  might 
naturally  omit  it  (as  it  is  frequently  omitted  by  the  LXX  in  free  translation)  just 
as  he  omits  the  Hebraic  "behold"  in  narrative  where  Mt.  and  Lk.  retain  it.  If 
Lk.  is  here  parallel  to  Mk.  and  Mt.,  this  is  the  only  passage  where  Mt.-Lk.  may 
be  said  to  "agree"  in  retaining  iyivtro  against  Mk. 

[438  (v)  d]  "It  came  to  pass  when  Jesus  had  finished  these  words,  the  multi- 
tudes were  astonished,"  in  Mt.  vii.  28,  may  be  regarded  as  either  closing  the 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  the  epoch  of  words,  or  as  introducing  the  epoch  of  heal- 
ing, an  instance  of  which  follows  immediately.  The  words  are  omitted  by 
Mk.-Lk.  before  their  parallel  statement  about  the  "astonishment"  of  the  people 
(Mk.  i.  22,  Lk.  iv.  32).  Compare  the  close  of  the  first  book  of  Samuel  "And 
they  took  their  bones  and  buried  them  .  .  .  and  fasted  seven  days."  Here  the 
LXX  inserts  (but  A  omits)  "And  it  came  to  pass  after  Saul  had  died  .  .  .  two 
days" — the  sentence  that  opens  the  second  book.  So  in  i  K.  viii.  i,  the  LXX 
(but  not  A)  inserts  "and  it  came  to  pass  when  he  had-whoUy-finished  {avveriKeaevy 
— an  interpolation  from  I  K.  ix.  10.  It  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  this  Matthaean 
connecting  formula,  or  refrain,  was  not  a  part  of  the  original  Gospel  in  every 
passage,  and  perhaps  not  in  any  passage,  where  it  occurs. 
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adjectival  form  of  the  word — besides  occurring  once  in 
Wisdom  to  denote  the  "horrible  night"  of  the  Egyptian 
darkness,  where  it  has  no  Hebrew  equivalent — occurs  once 
in  Daniel,  where  it  means  "  angry,"  and  once  in  Isaiah.^ 

(ii)  Its  use  in  Isaiah 

[440]  The  last  instance  is  important  enough  to  be 
quoted  at  full  length  : — "  For  the  iniquity  of  his  covetousness 
was  I  wroth  and  smote  him  :  I  hid  me  and  was  wroth,  and 
he  went  [on]  frowardly  [lit.  turning  away]  in  the  ways  of 
his  heart."  -  But  the  LXX,  instead  of  (the  2nd)  "  I  was  wroth," 
gives  "//^  was  annoyed^'  the  word  used  here  by  the  three 
Synoptists.'  Also,  instead  of  "  frowardly,"  it  has  the 
adjective  "  lowringl^  tite  word  used  here  by  Mark.  Again, 
by  omitting  "  of  his  heart,"  it  gives  the  reader  the  option 
of  supposing  that  the  covetous  man  went  his  way  literally, 
as  Mark  says  here,  whereas  Luke  makes  no  mention  of  a 
literal  departure. 

Isaiah's  mention  of  "  covetousness,"  and  the  assumption 
throughout  the  context  that  God  loved  the  offender,  make 

'  Mt.  xvi.  3  "  lowring,"  irvppdj^ei  y&p  arvyvd^ui'  6  oC>pay6s :  \V.  and  H.  bracket 
the  whole  passage.  "Dismay,"  &c.  =00^  in  Ezek.  xxvii.  35,  xxviii.  19  (A)  but 
B  (TTfvdiovaiy,  xxxii.  10.  Sriryi'di  is  in  Wisd.  xvii.  5  ;  Dan.  ii.  12  "angry"  (o33) 
=  LXX  trrvyv6i,  Theod.  ^v  OvfKf. 

'■'  Comp.  Is.  Ivii.  17  Si'  ditapriav  ppax>J  rt  {\6irriffa  avrbv  [i.e.  "I  annoyed 
him" — in  the  old  sense  of  "annoy" — instead  of  "I  was  annoyed"  ('nuxp)]  xal 
iwdra^a.  ainhv  koX  diri<TTp€^a,  rb  Trp6ffuir6v  ftov  dir'  avroO'  Kal  i\vifi)0ii  {i.e.  "and 
he  was  annoyed,"  instead  of  "/  was  annoyed"],  Kal  iiropeOdtj  arvyvdi  [i.e. 
"lowring"  or  "gloomy,"  33ir,  i.e.  "turning  away,"  "rebellious"],  iv  ra!?i 
oSoij  avTov  [i.e.  "in  his  ways,"  instead  of  "in  the  ways  of  /n's  heart"  possibly 
because  "my,  his,  your,  heart"  often  means  "myself,  himself,  yourself,"  so  that 
the  LXX  took  the  meaning  to  be  "A/j  vwn  ways"].  In  LXX,  \\nruv  means 
mostly  "annoy,"  in  N.T.  "grieve."  The  passage  appears  to  describe  the  tem- 
porary chastisements  of  Israel  with  allusion  to  the  chastenings  of  "covetous" 
Jacob.  It  might  well  apply  to  the  typical  case  of  a  Jewish  convert,  at  first  "  re- 
bellious" or  "froward  "  (afterwards,  possibly,  repentant  and  a  follower  of  Christ). 

^  The  Ileb.  »)»p="  wrath,"  the  Gk.  \vittl»  means  in  LXX  "annoy,"  in  N.T. 
"grieve"  (see  last  note).  The  LXX  might  be  misunderstood  by  Christian 
evangelists. 
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the  passage  appropriate  for  an  early  Evangelist  describing 
a  man  whom  Jesus  "loved,"  but  who,  for  a  time  at  all 
events,  "  went  his  way  with-lowring-countenance "  because 
"  he  had  great  possessions." 

(iii)    T^e  original  ^'  frowardly"  caused  Synoptic  divergences 

[441]  The  Hebrew  word  (nni»)  above  rendered  "fro- 
ward  "  occurs  only  six  times  in  the  Bible,  and  is  five  times 
mistranslated  by  the  LXX :  (a)  "  returning"  {b)  "  rejected " 
(R.V.  (a)  and  (b)  "  backsliding "),  (c)  "  so  as  to  turn  away  " 
(R.V.)  "  to  the  rebellious  he  divideth,"  {d)  "  reckless  audacity  " 
(K.V.  ^^ backsliding"),  (e)  (the  Isaiah  passage)  " lowring,  or, 
with  lowring  countenance." '  On  the  supposition  that  the 
Original  Gospel  was  influenced  by  the  passage  above 
quoted  from  Isaiah,  marginal  alterations  would  be  suggested 
for  so  rare  and  obscure  a  word.  Among  these,  the 
word  "hear,"  though  not  very  similar,  may  have  been 
adopted  by  the  Corrector,  whom  Matthew  and  Luke 
followed.^  Or  else,  when  the  difficult  word  was  dropped, 
the  participle  "hearing"  may  have  been  inserted  for 
smoothness  of  connection.^ 

^  (a)  Jer.  iii.  22  ivi(Trpi(t)ovTe%,  {b)  Jer.  xxxi.  22  irnfMfUvri,  {c)  Mic.  ii.  4 
Tod  airo<TTpi\}/a.i,  {d)  Jer.  xlix.  4  irafiia.  The  word  is  obscure  because  it  means 
"turning,"  so  that— apart  from  context  and  vowel-points— it  might  just  as  well 
mean  "convert"  as  "pervert."  The  same  letters  3310  are  regarded  as  Pil.  and 
Pul.  of  air,  and  as  meaning  "convert"  in  Is.  xlix.  5,  but  "  pervert"  in  Is.  xlvii. 
10.  But  the  five  instances  given  above  are  placed  by  Mandelkern  under  the 
heading  "aversus,"  "rebellis,"  "desertor." 

*  "Froward"  {irrvyvdi)  =  22W,  "hear"  =  yop ;  but  d  and  a  are  constantly 
interchanged.  In  Ezek.  xxvii.  35,  xxviii.  19,  xxxii.  10,  aTvyydi:eii' =  aav.  Is. 
lix.  16  "he  wondered"  (ddb-)  was  probably  taken  by  LXX  as  "heard,"  i.e. 
perceived,  KaT€v67]<yev :  Is.  xliii.  12,  "caused  them  to  hear,"  was  probably  taken 
by  LXX  as  "caused  them  to  be  astonied"  (leg.  ddp),  "put  them  to  shame," 
liveldiaa. 

2  [441a]  Comp.  2  K.  xix.  9  (lit.)  "  And  he  heard  say  .  .  .  'He  is  come  out  to 
fight  against  thee.'  And  he  sent  messengers  .  .  .,"  with  the  parall.  Is.  xxxvii.  9 
"And  he  heard  say  .  .  .  'He  is  come  out  to  fight  against  thee.'  And  when  he 
heard  it,  he  sent  messengers  ..."     The  insertion  ot  this  participle  is  so  natural 
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(iv)  " went  away"  why  omitted  by  Luke ? 

[442]  On  this  point  it  has  been  shewn  that  the  Hebrew 
of  Isaiah  "went  ...  in  the  ways  of  his  heart''  might  justify 
Luke  in  taking  "  went  "  metaphorically,  while  the  Septuagint, 
omitting  "  of  his  heart,"  might  mislead  Mark  into  supposing 
that  there  was  a  literal  departure.  But  apart  from  these 
facts,  special  to  the  Isaiah-passage,  the  Greek  "  go,"  in  trans- 
lations from  Hebrew,  may  always  conceal  the  meaning  of 
"^<7  <?«,"  i.e.  "  increase."     Compare  : — 

Jonah  i.  1 1 ,  13"  The  sea  ^rew  more  and  more  tempestu- 
ous," LXX  "  the  sea  went  {eTropevero),  and  raised  up  waves 
more," 

Prov.  iv.  I  8  "  Shineth  more  and  more"  LXX  "  they  go- 
forward  {irpoTTopevovTai)  and  shine." 

It  is  therefore  by  no  means  improbable  that  the  Original 
Gospel  terminated  the  story  of  the  Rich  Ruler  by  saying 
that  "  he  went  on  and  rebelled  {i.e.  increased  in  rebellion) 
more  and  more,"  without  mentioning  his  departure  from  the 
presence  of  Jesus.  If  so,  Luke  (in  his  "  full  of")  has 
preserved  a  trace  of  the  original  meaning  of  "going  on," 
or  "  increasing,"  while  Mark  suggests  a  trace  of  the  original 
"  rebelling,"  or  "  frowardness." 

§  48.  (J/y&.)  ''astonished':  {Mt.-Lk.)  '' Juard"  ' 

The  view  taken  in  the  last  section  (441)  that  Mark 
interpreted  as  meaning  "  with  lowring  countenance "  some 
word  that  Matthew  and  Luke  interpreted  as  "  heard "  is 
confirmed  by  a  passage  that  may  come  conveniently  here,  a 
little  out  of  order  : 

that  it  would  require  little  comment  but  for  the  omission  of  Mk.'s  rare  word.  It 
is  this  omission  that  makes  substitution  more  probable  than  insertion.  Perhaps 
the  substitution  passed  through  two  stages ;  tirst,  33ir  was  altered  to  oOTi  and 
then  Qor  to  ysr. 
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Mk.  X.  26.  Mt.  xix.  25.  Lk.  xviii.  26. 

"But    they    were  "But having /^^^r//  "But    they    that 

above  measure  aston-     it  the  disciples  were     Atard  k  said." 
ished,  saying."  exceedingly      aston- 

ished, saying." 

[443]  The  Original  was  probably  (a^)  "  they  were  aston- 
ished with  astonishment,"  liable  to  be  confused  with  (a^) 
"  hearing  they  heard."  Mark  took  it  as  a^,  Luke  as  a.^ : 
but  Luke  rejected  the  Hebrew  reduplication,  as  the  Septua- 
gint  often  does. 

Matthew  conflated  a^  with  half  of  a^.  Perhaps  the 
other  half  of  a^  is  latent  in  "  the  disciples,"  i.e.  "  his  hearers." 

§  49.  {Mk.)  ''cleftl'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''hole" 

Mk.  X.  25.  Mt.  xix.  24.  Lk.  xviii.  25. 

"(lit.)  go-through  "go-/«  through  the  "go-/«  through  the 

through  the  cleft  of  a     hole  of  a  needle."  hole  of  a  needle." 

needle." 

[444  (i)]  SS  has,  both  in  Mark  and  Matthew,  "  enter 
into  the  hole  of  a  needle."  ^  A  reasonable  explanation  of 
this,  as  well  as  of  Matthew's  and  Luke's  agreement  against 
Mark,  is  to  be  found  in  the  ambiguous  Hebrew  preposition 
"  into,"  or  "  in,"  which  is  regularly  used  to  mean  "  through  " 
after  verbs  of  motion.^     Hence  it  is  sometimes  impossible  to 

^  [444  (i)  a\  It  is  possible  that,  in  this  and  other  cases,  SS  may  have  been 
influenced  by  Syriac  or  Aramaic  translations.  In  this  or  that  particular  instance, 
Syriac  may  present  the  same  ambiguity  as  Hebrew.  In  every  such  case  the 
evidence  of  SS  in  favour  of  a  Hebrev/  original  is  diminished.  The  present  treatise 
merely  indicates  such  explanations  as  may  be  based  on  the  hypothesis  of  a  Hebrew 
original,  leaving  it  to  others  to  determine  whether  in  occasional  instances  an 
Aramaic  original  may  better  explain  the  phenomena. 

^  [444  (i) 3]  Thus  the  preposition  -q  is  used  Gen.  xii.  6  with  "pass  (n3»)," 
xiii.  17  with  "walk  (^'?^),"  2  S.  xxiv.  2  with  "  go-to-and-fro  {aw),"  Mic.  ii.  13  with 
"go-out  (n:£')-"  Numb.  xxxi.  23  (R.V.)  "everything  that  may  abide  the  fire"  is 
lit.  "go  (xu)  in  (-p)  the  fire,"  LXX  "everything  that  shall  go-through  (SteXei^fferat)' 
in  {iv)  the  fire." 
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tell  whether  a  Hebrew  phrase  means  "  walk  in  "  {i.e.  up  and 
down  in)  or  "  walk  through"  or  "  walk  into"  Hence  arise 
confusions  in  the  LXX.  The  Hebrew  "  put  it  not  in  water  " 
is  rendered  "  it  shall  not  pass-through  in  water  "  ;  "  nor  shall 
the  Arabian  pitch  tent  there  "  is  rendered  "  nor  shall  Arabians 
go-through  it,"  but  by  the  Codex  Sinaiticus  ^^ go-in  into  it."  ^ 
And  in  a  Maccabean  allusion  to  the  words  of  Isaiah  (xHii.  2) 
about  "  walking  in  fire  "  (R.V.  "  walking  through  ")  the  same 
Codex  has  ''go-in  through  fire,"  where  the  others  have  ''go- 
through  through  fire  " — an  exact  parallelism  to  the  present 
Synoptic  difference.^  It  is  quite  possible  that  the  original 
was  (as  in  SS)  "  go  into  the  hole."  Mark,  influenced  by  the 
thought  of  passing  through  the  "  strait  gate  "  into  the  King- 
dom, may  have  adopted  the  rendering  "go-through."  The 
Corrector  may  have  partially,  SS  wholly,  returned  to  the 
original. 

[444  (ii)]  Mark's  word  is  rendered  "  cleft " '  above,  be- 
cause it  is  always  connected  by  the  Septuagint  with  "  rocks." 
It  was  probably  avoided  by  some  as  a  vulgar  word.  The 
Codex  Alexandrinus  thrice  corrects  it  in  the  Septuagint, 
and  Matthew  and  Luke  adopt  a  correction  of  it  here.^ 

§  50.  {Mk.)  "a  hundred-fold;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  "manifold" 

Mk.  X.  30.  Mt.  xix.  29.  Lk.  xviii.  30. 

"  receive    a    hun-  "  receive    (W.    &  "  receive  manifold 

dredfold  now  in  this      H.)    manifold"    (D,      (D,  "sevenfold")  in 
time    (Kutpw)   ...      "a     hundredfold "),      this    time    (Kaipm), 

'  Jer.  xiii.  i  "  put  it  not  in  water,"  iit  OSari  oi  SieXeiaeriu  ;  Is.  xiii.  20  "  pitch 
tent  there,"  SUXduciv  (m  daiXBwnv  «ij)  avrfiv  (LXX  leg.  -^n  by  error  for  Sntt). 

*  4  Mac.  xviii.  14  5t4  Ti'/>ii  diiXdyi  (k*  tlcriXOxii),  referring  to  Is.  xliii.  2  i^r 
SiiXOjiJ  8ii.  (Heb,  103)  irvpin. 

*  Mk.  X.  25  Tpv/iaXiai  :  Mt.  xix.  24,  Lk.  xviii.  25  Tpr/inaros.  TpvfuiXii  occurs 
six  times  in  LXX.  Codex  A  alters  it  thrice  (Judg.  vi.  2,  xv.  8,  xv.  II).  If  the 
origin.-il  was  from  apj  or  ppi,  the  former =(Tromm.)  (4)  nrpdu,  (2)  rpvriu,  the 
latter  {p«pj)  =  (2)  rpu/iaXtd.  TpijfM  does  not  occur  in  LXX.  "  Needle  "  =  (Mk.- 
Mt. )  fMiplt,  a  word  condemned  by  Phrynichus,  (Lk. )  /StXii-ij. 

*  See  All)crtus'  note  on  Hesych.  rpv/juiXid,  "  Mox  inde  Venus  rpv^toXtr/t  dicta." 

165 


[445]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

with       persecutions,     and     shall      inherit     and,    in   the  age  to 
and,    in   the   age   to      eternal  life."  come,  eternal  life." 

come,  eternal  life." 

(i)  {Mk.)  '' a  hundredfold,"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  manifold" 

[445]  "  A  hundredfold "  may  have  been  altered  to 
"  manifold,"  partly  owing  to  various  readings  (since  the  word 
is  liable  to  corruption  and  is  very  frequently  mistranslated 
by  the  LXX  in  proportion  to  the  instances  of  its  occur- 
rence) ^ ;  partly  to  give  what  appeared  to  be  the  real  mean- 
ing, as  distinct  from  the  literal  meaning  which  some  might 
press  (as  very  ancient  Christian  tradition  is  known  to  have 
pressed  the  literal  meaning  of  a  hundred,  sixty,  and  thirty, 
in  the  Parable  of  the  Sower).'^ 

(ii)  Signs  of  mistranslation  in  the  context 

Mk.  X.  29.                     Mt.  xix.  29.  Lk.  xviii.  29. 

"For  the  sake  of         "For  the  sake  of  "For  the  sake  of 

me  and  for  the  sake  my  name."  the       kingdom      of 

of  the  Gospel."  God." 

[446]  The  Original  appears  to  have  mentioned  "  giving 
up  for  the  sake  of  the  Name  (dq?)  "  (272).     The  italicized 

^  [445a]  "A  hundred  "=  also  "a  hundred  times  "=  mto  or  n»<D :  "much," 
"exceedingly,"  =  iKD.  "A  hundred"  occurs  only  twice  in  Ecclcsiastes  and  is 
once  mistranslated;  only  once  in  Proverbs,  and  is  there  mistranslated.  *'A 
hundredth  part "  occurs  only  once  in  the  Bible,  and  is  mistranslated.  Compare 
Eccles,  viii.  12  "a  hundred  times  (nuD)"  dir6  rtn^  (leg.  ikd)  :  Prov,  xvii.  lO, 
*' a  hundred  (nxD),"  ow  alffOdverai,  probably  blending  the  word  with  the  following 
1k:  Nehem.  v,  11  "also  the-hundredth-[part]-of  (nko)  the  money,  xai  dv6  rou 
dpyvplov,  i.e.  "some  of  the  money." 

In  the  only  passages  where  "a  hundred-fold"  is  correctly  translated  in  the 
Bible,  the  Hebrew  adds  the  noun  "times,"  2  S.  xxiv.  3,  parallel  to  i  Chr.  xxi. 
3,  D'DJ;b  rjHD  (S)  iKaTovravXafflova,  (Chr.)  iKaTovrawXaalm. 

The  Greek  "oftentimes  {iroWdm)  "  does  not  occur  in  the  Hebrew  LXX  except 
(2)  in  Job  as  a  corruption.  HKeovdKH  occurs  in  that  sense  thrice  :  but  in  two  of 
these  instances,  Ps.  cxxix.  i,  2  (bis)  "many  a  time  (nan),"  R.V.  marg.  has 
"  much." 

^  Iren.  v.  36.  2.     See  also  Iren.  v.  33.  2. 
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words  were  taken  by  Matthew  as  "  my  name  ("«»)  " ;  by  Luke 
as  "  fuaven  (D"'DtD),"  which  he  paraphrased  as  "  the  kingdom  of 
God."  Mark,  instead  of  "  heaven  (d^DID),"  read  a  compound 
of  the  causative  of  ^■om  "  proclaim  (the  Gospel)  "  and  con- 
flated this  with  the  tradition  adopted  by  Matthew  (only 
rendering  "  my  name  "  as  "  me  "  in  accordance  with  Greek 
idiom) :  "  {a^  For  the  sake  of  me,  and  («.J  for  the  sake  of 
tJu  Gospeiy  In  New  Hebrew,  "  name  "  is  sometimes  repre- 
sented by  NDtD,  and  "  heaven  "  in  Daniel  is  frequently  n"'D», 
so  that  the  two  could  easily  be  confused.^ 

(i)  "  in  [due]  time"  confused  with  "  now  " 

[447  (i)]  Mark  has  "  a  hundredfold  (a^)  nozv,  {a^  in  this 
time  (Kaipat),  houses,  and  brethren,  .  .  .  (a^)  %vith  persecutions, 
and  (aj  in  the  age  that  is  to  come,  life  eternal."  Luke 
omits  tfj,  tfg,  and  also  the  explanatory  list  ("houses,  etc."). 
Matthew  omits  these,  and  also  a^  and  a^. 

The  Original  probably  had,  not  "  in  this  time,"  but  either 
"  in  time,"  meaning  "  in  [due]  time,"  n2?n,  or,  still  more 
probably,  "  in  its  time,"  which  would  be  ini;!.  This  would 
accord  with  expressions  in  the  Epistles,  which  say  that  "  we 
shall  reap  in  its  {ihi(p)  time,"  or  "  be  exalted  in  [due]  time."  ' 

But  the  noun  "time  (ni?),"  in  a  longer  adverbial  form 
(rrni?),  means  "  now."  In  two  passages  of  O.T.  the  written 
text  uses  the  shorter  form  instead  of  the  longer  to  mean 
"  now,"  and  in  other  passages  the  LXX  has  confused  the 
two,  substituting  "  now  "  for  "  time."  The  particular  phrase 
"  in  its  time,"  being  somewhat  rare  in  the  Bible,  is  especially 
liable  to  corruption,  so  that  scribes  might  take  it  as  meaning 

*  Schottg.  i.  410  quotes  o«or  crS  as  meaning  "to  the  glory  of  God."  This 
phrase  is  not  so  probable  here  as  the  simple  or,  Name  :  but  it  su^ests  possi- 
bilities  of  confusion  by  dropping  one  of  the  two  consecutive  syllables,  or. 

*  (ial.  vi,  9  "  in  its  time  (*ro<p<?  lii<^),"  I  Pet.  v.  6  "  in  [due]  time  (i*  Ktup^)" 
where  A  adds  "of  visitation,"  so  as  to  define  what  seemed  to  the  scribe  to  be 
undefined. 
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(flj)  "  now,"  or  (flg)  "  in  this  time,"  or  (as  occurs  sometimes  in 
O.T.,  and  apparently  here  in  Matthew)  they  might  omit  it 
as  being,  if  not  corrupt,  almost  superfluous.^ 

(ii)  "  in  [due]  time','  or,  "  in  its  time"  other  confusions  arising 

from 

[447  (ii)]  The  Original  appears  to  have  said  simply, 
"  He  shall  receive  a  hundredfold  in  its  time  (or,  in  time)  even 
("1,  i.e.  and)  eternal  life,"  no  mention  being  made  of  "  the  age 
to  come" — the  omission  of  which  by  Matthew  (if  it  had 
been  a  part  of  the  Original  Gospel)  would  have  been  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  explain. 

It  would  be  a  very  natural  error  (237)  to  mistake  the 
Hebrew  vaw  meaning  "  even  "  for  vaw  meaning  "  and  "  : 
thus  making  the  sentence  *'  He  shall  receive  a  hundredfold 
in  [its]  time  and  eternal  life."  Matthew,  who  departs  least 
from  this,  has  "  He  shall  receive  a  hundredfold,  and  eternal 
life  he  shall  inherit"  perhaps  implying  "  in  [its]  time "  in 
"  inherit."  Mark,  having  above  taken  "  in  [its]  time "  to 
mean  "  in  this  time,"  now  takes  "  and  "  to  imply  "  and  in 
future  time,"  as  opposed  to  "  in  this  time  "  ;  and  accordingly 
he  inserts  "  in  the  age  to  come,"  and  Luke  follows  him. 

(iii)  "  ivith  persecutions  " 

[447  (iii)]  Mark's  "  with  persecutions  "  makes  excellent 
sense,  and  no  motive  can  be  assigned  for  the  omission  of  it 

^  [447  (i)  a]  In  Ezek.  xxiii,  43,  Ps.  Ixxiv.  6  the  written  Hebrew  text  has  np, 
"time,"  for  nnj;,  "now"  (LXX  confused  in  both  cases).  In  Eccles.  x,  17  "in 
[due]  time  (nya) "  is  rendered  irp6s  Kaipbv,  "  for  a  time,"  erroneously.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  Sir.  vi.  8  "there  is  one  that  \o\t%  for  a  time  (nj;  'sa)"  where  the 
LXX  should  have  irph%  Kaipdv,  it  has  iv  KaipQ  airrov,  "in  his  time."  2  K.  v.  26 
"Is  it  a  time  (nvn)"  is  rendered  "now"  (leg.  nny).  "In  its  time  (inya)"  is 
omitted  by  the  LXX  in  Ezek.  xxxiv.  26  and  connected  with  what  follows  (instead 
of,  as  the  sense  demands,  with  what  precedes)  in  Jerem.  v.  24. 

Possibly  (447  (ii))  Mt.  does  not  wholly  omit  "  in  its  time,"  but  implies  it  in 
"inherit,"  i.e.  "receive  in  succession,  or,  in  due  time." 
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except  the  belief  that  it  was  corrupt.  In  Ben  Sira,  xxxv. 
20,  "like  time  (ni;D)"  is  rendered  by  the  LXX  "like  clouds," 
and  is  regarded  by  the  Cambridge  Editors  as  a  corruption 
for  D3i>D,  or  i:;3,  or  nni;D.  Conversely,  here,  it  would  be 
easy  to  suppose  that  the  difficulty  of  insi  had  originated, 
among  other  glosses,  ""^i?!  or  n3l>n,  meaning  "  in,  or  with, 
affliction,"  which  might  be  paraphrased  by  Mark  as  "  per- 
secutions." ^ 

(iv)  {Mk.-Mt.)  "  all-things;'  {Lk.)  "  our  own  " 

Mk.  X.  28.  Mt.  xix.  27.  Lk.  xviil  28. 

'*  Behold,  we  have  "  Behold,  we  have  "  Behold,  we,  hav- 

left  all-things."  left  all-things."  ing  left  our-own  {tcL 

[447  (iv)]  The  Original  was  probably,  "  We  have  left 
our-home"  i.e.,  in  Hebrew,  "  our  Itouse."  The  Hebrew 
"  house  "  is  twice  expressed  in  Esther  by  Luke's  equivalent 
("  his  own "),  and  once  by  "  all  things"     In  one  of  these 

'  [447  (Jii)  a\  The  only  other  passage  where  "  persecution  (Story/iis)"  occurs 
in  the  Synoptists  is  : — 

Mk.  iv.  17.  Mt.  xiii.  21.  Lk.  viii.  13. 

"And    they  have   no  "But  he  hath  no  root  "But    these  have  no 

root   in   themselves,   but  in  himself,  but  (dXXd)  he  root,  who,  for   (vp6i)   a 

(dXXd)  they  are  for-a-time  is  for-a-time  (irpotiKaLpfn) :  time  {Koxphv),  [believe  and 

(■wpoaKatpol)  :  [Then,  [but  (hi)  when  there  be-  in    time    of    temptation 

when  there  befalls  tribu-  falls  tribulation  or  perse-  they  fall  away]." 

lation  or  persecution  for  cution  for   the  word   he 

the  word,  they  straight-  straightway  stumbleth]." 
way  stumble]."'  ^ 

The  sudden  and  complete  deviation  of  Lk.  from  Mk.-Mt.  suggests  that  the 
Original  Hebrew  ended  at  "for  a  time,"  beuig  to  this  effect,  "But  there  is  no 
root  in  these,  but  [they  are]  for  a  time."  The  incompleteness  of  this  sentence 
caused  early  Editors  to  supply  variously  what  seemed  to  be  needed  for  completion, 
namely,  in  some  form  or  other,  "  then  they  perish."  Two  of  these  supplements 
have  been  preserved,  severally,  by  Mk.-Mt.  and  by  Lk. 

Lk.'s  supplement  repeats  the  word  "time"  ("in  time  of  temptation"),  and 
su^ests  that,  among  a  multitude  of  variants,  one  took  "for  a  time"  to  mean 
"  in  [course  of]  time." 
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three   instances,  where  one  version  of  Esther  has  "  to  his 
Iiouse"  another  has  "  to  his  ozvn."  ^ 

This  explains  why,  in  recording  Christ's  reply,  the 
Evangelists  so  seriously  differ,  Luke  mentioning  "  wife  " — as 
one  of  the  household  to  be  abandoned — but  omitting 
"  fields,"  while  the  earlier  Evangelists  make  no  mention  of 
"^wife."  The  fact  probably  was  that  Jesus  mentioned 
nothing  but  "house"  {i.e.  "home,"  or  "household"),  and  the 
Evangelists  gave  variously  what  seemed  to  them  the  mean- 
ing of  "  house." ' 

§  50  {a).  {Mk.)  "after  three  days"  {Mt.-Lk)  "on  the 
third  day  " 

Mk.  X.  34.  Mt.  XX.  19.  Lk.  xviii.  33. 

"  after  three   days  "  on  the  third  day  "  on  the  third  day 

arise."  be  raised"   (W.    H.      arise." 

marg.  "arise"). 

See  418  and  227,  where  the  same  agreement  of  Matthew 
and  Luke  against  Mark  is  discussed. 

§  51.  {Mk)  "it  was  Jesus;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  "Jesus  was  going, 
or  passing,  by" 

Mk.  X.  46,  47.  Mt.  XX.  30.  Lk.  xviii.  35-37. 

"the       son       of  "and  behold  two  "a  certain    blind 

Timaeus,  Bartimaeus,      blind    [men]    sitting     man  sat  by  the  way 
a  blind  beggar,   sat     by  the  way,  hearing     begging,  and  having 

1  Esth.  viii.  2  "Over  (he  house  ^/(n'a)  H.,»  irl  irdvruy  tQu  'A.  In  Esth.  v. 
10  and  vi.  12,  "to  his  house,"  ds  ri  tSia  is  the  rendering  in  Swete  and  in 
Lagarde's  version  (/3)  :  but  et's  rbv  oXkov  aiirod  in  Lagarde's  version  (o)  of  v.  lo. 

^  [447  (iv)  a]  Bearing  on  Lk.'s  mention  of  «« wife"  (placed  by  him  immediately 
after  "house")  may  be  quoted  Lev.  xvi.  17  "for  himself  and  for  his  household, 
lit.  his  house,"  concerning  which  Levy  quotes  Jom.  2»  "That  means  his  wife," 
adding  several  instances  in  which  "house"  was  thus  used,  e.g.  "the  high  priest 
is  to  have  one  house  not  two  houses." 
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by  the  way,  and  hear-  that  Jesus  was  pass-  heard  a  crowd  pass- 
ing that  it  was  Jesus  ing-/^  (iraparyei)"  Ing  along  he  in- 
of  Nazareth."                                                         quired  what   it  was. 

But  they  told  him 
that  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
was  coming-/^  (irap- 
epxerac)." 

[448]  Mark's  words,  strictly  speaking,  require  a  preced- 
ing question  :  "  He  asked  who  it  was,  and  heard  that  z'i  was 
/esus."  Otherwise,  they  need  to  be  corrected  thus  :  "  that 
/gstis  was  passing  by!'  This  is  a  very  obvious  correction, 
and  may  have  been  adopted  by  Matthew  and  Luke,  inde- 
pendently of  the  Corrector. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Original  may  have  afforded  some 
justification  for  the  altering  of  "  it  was  "  into  "  passing  by," 
or  vice  versa. 

*  [448«]  The  Hebrew  for  "  it "  in  "  who  [is]  it,"  would  be  Kin :  and  this  might 
be  confused  with  K13,  "come."  Compare  Dan.  xi.  10,  LXX  (tlaiKdaerax)  Kwr 
oi)ti4i»,  Theod.  (A€(J(reTat)  ^px^Mfo*  (ki3)-  This  confusion  is  more  probable 
than  that  Mark  should  mistranslate  -^n  by  e^at,  though  that  mistranslation  occurs 
(5)  in  LXX  (see  Tromm. ).  But  Mark  may  have  paraphrased  as  LXX  seems  to 
have  done  in  Jer.  ix.  10  "so  that  none  passeth  through  (nay),"  LXX  irapA  t6  /xtj 
(Xvcn  avOfHinrovi,  rendered  in  Jer.  ix.  12  xapd  t6  fxi)  SioSt6tffdai  airriiv. 

[448*]  It  may  be  worth  mentioning  that  Luke's  insertion  about  "inquiring" 
is  proliably  not  without  supposed  basis  in  the  Hebrew  text.  The  word  that  Luke 
uses  for  "  beg  "  occurs  only  once  in  the  LXX  (Ps.  cix.  10)  where  it  represents  Sier. 
But  S»<r,  though  meaning  "beg"  two  or  three  times,  means  "ask"  much  more 
often. 

Employing  this  ambiguous  word,  the  Hebrew  Original  would  lead  translators 
from  the  first  to  query  the  meaning  thus  in  the  margin  :  "A  blind  man  sat  by  the 
way,  and  he  begged  [?and  he  asked"]  and  he  heard  that  it  was  Jesus."  It  was 
very  natural  first  to  conflate  this  into  "he  b^ged  and  he  asked,"  and  then  to 
insert  wAo/  he  "asked."  Luke's  peculiar  word  "inquired"  {xw6i»«Td<u)  is  found 
in  the  LXX,  thrice  =  m,  once  (1  Esdr.  vi.  ll)  =  SKr,  but  elsewhere  (10  or  ll) 
in  non-Heb.  LXX,  or  in  LXX  insertions,  or  various  readings. 

[448<']  Matthew — perhaps  perplexed  by  the  variety  of  traditions — omits  both 
"asking"  and  "beg^ng."  He  also  perhaps  (68)  took  an  original  "  Bartimaeus, 
n>en  the  son  of"  to  be  "  Bartimaeus  aiui  the  son  of,"  thus  making  "  two"  blind 
men.     But  " two  (-iv) "  may  have  arisen  from  a  conflate  of  "sitting  (ac)." 

[448<0  It  was  said  in  Clue  (68)  that  the  original  gloss  might  be  "Timaeus  the 
son  of  Tim-ncus.*'     But  this  was  not  intended  to  imply  that  a  son  was  called  after 
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§  52.  {Mk.)  Umngl'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''lead'' 

Mk.  xi.  2,  7.                   Mt.  xxi.  2,  7.  Lk.  xix.  30,  35. 

"Loose  him  [the          "Having    loosed  "Having     loosed 

colt]  and  bring  [him]  lead  [them]  to  me  . . .  I  fad  him  [the  colt] . . . 

.  .  .  they  bring   the  they  ied  the  ass  and  they  ied  him  .  .  ." 

colt  .  .  ."  the  colt .  .  ." 

[449]  The  Greek  word  here  rendered  "bring"  means 
also  "carry,"  and  would  not  often  be  applied  to  persons, 
unless  helpless  as  in  the  case  of  the  paralytic  (Mk.  ii.  3). 

his  father's  name  except  in  very  rare  and  s[)ecial  circumstances,  e.g.  the  case  of  a 
Levirate  marriage  (see  Hor.  Hebr.  on  Lk.  i.  59).  Conybeare  and  Howson  [St. 
Paul,  vol.  i.  p.  45)  say  *'  It  was  not  unusual,  on  the  one  hand,  to  call  a  Jewish  child 
after  the  name  of  the  father."  If  so,  as  there  are  several  hundreds,  perhaps 
thousands,  of  Biblical  names  of  fathers  and  sons,  it  ought  to  be  easy  to  adduce  a 
score  or  two  of  sons  thus  named.  But  Dr.  Edersheim  {Lift  and  Times  of  Jesus  the 
Messiah,  vol.  i.  p.  157,  n.  3) — while  referring  to,  but  not  quoting,  Delitrsch — alleges 
no  instance  from  the  Bible,  and  only  two  from  Joscphus.  The  allegations  from 
Josephus  ignore  the  fact  that  a  son,  when  apparently  called  by  a  father's  name, 
may  really  be  called  after  an  ancestor.  Thus,  in  the  pedigree  of  Josephus  {Life  §  I ), 
whose  father  was  called  Matthias,  the  historian's  brother  Matthias  was  probably 
named  after  an  earlier  Matthias  (or  two  of  (hat  name)  mentioned  in  the  jiedigree. 
[It  may  be  worth  noting  that  Josephus,  immediately  after  mentioning  his  brother 
Matthias,  adds  {Life  §  2)  "he  was  my  true  {yviiaioi)  brother  by  both  parents."] 
The  historian  himself  was  probably  named  after  his  grandfather  Joseph.  The 
same  argument  might  apply  to  the  high-priest  the  son  of  Ananus  (Joseph.  Ant, 
XX.  9.  I)  "who  also  was  himself  called  Ananus."  Ananias  and  kindred  names 
are  frequent  in  post-exilic  lists.  The  only  Biblical  similarity  to  which  Hor.  Hebr. 
calls  attention  is  (i  Chr.  xxiii.  21-23)  Mahli  the  son  of  Mushi  called  after  the 
name  of  his  uncle  Mahli.  So  Onias  (Joseph.  Ant.  xii.  5.  i,  xii.  9.  7),  the  son 
of  Onias,  may  have  been  called  after  his  uncle,  who  was  also  Onias.  See 
Gray's  Hebrew  Proper  Names  (pp.  3  f. )  where  the  Greek  custom  (also  a  Phoenician 
one)  of  naming  the  (?  eldest)  son  from  the  grandfather  is  shewn  to  have  prevailed 
in  the  pedigrees  of  Hillel,  Onias,  Jesus  the  son  of  Sirach,  and  the  Asmonean 
family ;  but  scarcely  any  instances  are  given  of  naming  from  the  father.  The 
isolated  phenomenon,  Abba  bar  Abba,  a  common  name,  requires  investigation  : 
but  it  is  quite  exceptional.  The  facts  support  the  second  of  two  conjectures  of 
Hor.  Hebr.  on  Lk.  i.  78  " .  .  .  It  cannot  be  denied  but  that  sometimes  this " 
[«'.«.  naming  the  son  after  the  father]  "was  done;  but  so  very  rarely  that  we 
may  easily  believe  the  reason  why  the  friends  of  Zacharias  would  have  given  the 
child  his  own  name  was  merely,  cither  because  they  could  by  no  means  learn 
what  he  himself  designed  to  call  him,  or  else,  in  lioncnir  to  him,  however  he  lay 
under  that  divine  stroke  at  present,  as  to  be  both  deaf  and  dumb." 
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Even  in  the  case  of  the  demoniac  boy,  where  Mark  and 
Matthew  have  "  bring,"  Luke  has  "  lead."  ^  But  Mark  uses 
the  word,  as  the  Septuagint  does,  to  express  "  cause  to  come," 
whether  of  persons  or  things,  e.g.,  "bring  me  a  denarius," 
where  Matthew  and  Luke  have  different  forms  of  "  shew."  ' 
A  very  good  parallel  to  this  divergence  is  found  in  a  passage 
of  Ezra,  describing  the  "  causing  to  come  "  of  certain  ministers. 
The  translator  of  Ezra  uses  Mark's  word  "  bring  "  ;  but  the 
translator  of  Esdras,  whose  Greek  is  mostly  less  Hebraic 
than  that  of  Ezra,  has  "  send."  ^ 

This  correction  may  be  one  of  Greek  style. 

§  53.  {Mk.)'' went  forth"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "passed  the  night'* 

Mk.  xi.  19.  Mt.  xxi.  17.  Lk.  xxi.  37. 

•'And  (lit.)  when           "And    he    .    .    .  "  But  [during]  the 

it  became  late  they  came  forth  outside  of  nights,  going  forth,  he 

(D  and  SS,  he)  went-  the  city  to  Bethany,  passed-the-night on\.he 

forth  outside  of  the  and  passed-the-night^  mountain  called  [the 

city."  there."  mount]  of  Olives." 

[450]  "  Lodged,"  the  word  used  by  the  Revised  Version, 
does  not  express  the  meaning  in  modern  English,  unless  we 
imply  "  during  the  night"  The  Greek  word  occurs  nowhere 
else  in   the    New   Testament :    but  in  the  Septuagint  it  is 

'  Mk.  ix.  19  (Mt.  xvii.  17)  0^p«Te=Lk.  ix.  41  ■Kftoa&'^a.yt'.  Mk.  xv.  i  diiH\vr^- 
Kfu>  =  Mt.  xxvii.  2  i.Tfffyo.yov,  Lk.  xxiii.  i  Ifyayov.  This  use  of  ipipu  and  its  com- 
pounds was  perhaps  vernacular  Greek.  In  Oxyr.  Pap.  cxix.  (a  boy's  letter)  oi/K 
iwivrixft  {.sic)  /if  fieri  {sic)  ffoO  els  ir6\iy.  (rep.  ov  dfKis  direviKKeiy  (sic)  fieri  aoO 
et'i  ' AXe^afSfUav)  it  means,"  take  me  with  you  for  a  trip."  In  Fayum  Pap. 
cxxxvi.  rpd  roO  tii  vfias  iviyKj),  it  means  "carry  you  off."  In  N.T.,  apart  from 
Mk.  XV.  I,  iirotp^pu  applied  to  i>ersons  means  "carrying"  (Lk.  xvi.  22,  Rev. 
xviL  3,  xxi.  10). 

'  Mk.  xii.  15  tpipere,  Mt.  xxii.  19  iiribel^are,  Lk.  xx.  24  Sel^art. 

»  Ezr.  viii.  17  '' that-th<y-skould-ln-ing  {^^^rh)  mmisXai"  rev  iviyKai=l  'EsA. 
viii.  45  ivoareiKat. 

*  "Passed  the  night,"  ijiiXiff^Tj.  Throughout  this  section  " jjass-the-night " 
implies  ai>}dl;tff9ai.  in  Greek  or  pS  in  Hebrew. 
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fairly  frequent,  and  generally  corresponds  to  a  Hebrew  word 
meaning  "  pass  the  night,"  which,  however,  the  Greek 
translators  sometimes  render  "sleep."  In  Daniel,  an  Aramaic 
word  used  to  describe  the  king  "passing  the  night,'*  and 
connected  with  "  fasting,"  is  rendered  by  Theodotion  "  slept," 
but  the  Septuagint  employs  the  word  here  used  by  Matthew 
and  Luke.^  Owing  to  the  non  -  existence  of  this  word 
elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament  a  superficial  view  might 
lead  some  to  suppose  that  Luke  must  have  borrowed  it 
from  Matthew  :  but,  if  so,  why  did  he  not  borrow  "  Bethany," 
and  "  outside  of  the  city"? 

[451]  The  explanation  of  Matthew's  and  Luke's  agree- 
ment against  Mark,  is  that  the  Hebrew  "  and  he  passed  the 
night  {f^•'^)"  resembles  the  Hebrew  "and-hc-went  (iS""!)," 
and  the  two  have  been  confused.  So  in  Ezra  (x.  6),  "  and 
[when]  he  came"  the  Revised  margin  gives  "  and  he  lodged" 
and  the  parallel  Esdras  (ix.  2)  has  the  very  word  used  here 
by  Matthew  and  Luke.  The  same  confusion  occurs  in  at 
least  two  other  passages  of  the  Septuagint.' 

[452]  Probably,  then,  there  was  very  early  variation  in 
the  Hebrew  Gospel  between  "  he  went  outside  the  city  "  and 
"  he  passed  the  night  outside  the  city."  Matthew  and  Luke 
adopted  the  latter  tradition  :  but  their  remarkable  differences 

^  [450a]  Dan.  vi.  i8  '' afui-passed-the-night  fasting"  (nai,  from  nn,  lit.  "and 
housed  "),  LXX  i\\i\i(T9-i\  urjffris,  Theod.  €Acoi/t^djj  ASeivvos  (perhaps  meaning  "  went 
to  bed  without  having  supped").  Comp.  2  S.  xii.  16  "  passed-the-night  (p"?), 
and  lay  (aas?)"  (of  David  fasting),  LXX  »;^W6>i;,  where  A  prefixes  ^KoipL^Or,  *coi 
without  implying  "sleep." 

Insteadofaa/feafiat,  A  substitutes  (Judg.  xviii.  3)  Karixavaay,  (xix.  4)  (hrvuffaf, 
(xix.  20)  KaraUarii.  Apparently  the  scribe  of  A  sometimes  felt  that  amttaOat, 
like  the  English  "lodge,"  was  an  ambiguous  word. 

""  [451a]  Job  xxiv.  10  "  they  go-about  (oSn),"  LXX  «o/Mt<ra^  Jer.  xxxi.  9  "I- 
wiU-cause-them-to-walk  (ot^in)"  avXl^o,^.  In  i  Chron.  xvii.  11  "thou  must  go 
{n3hh)"  =  Kocfir,0-fiav,  but  the  translation  is  probably  inBuenced  not  by  corruption 
of  the  Hebrew  word  but  by  the  feeling  that  the  sense  demands  "  ske/>  with  thy 
fathers."  In  Josh.  viii.  13,  ^'?'^  (in  the  present  Hebr.  txt.)  is  probably  an  error 
for  jV'K  R.V.  txt.  has  "went,"  but  marg.  "Some  MSS.  read  lodged''-,  LXX 
om.  the  sentence. 
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from  one  another  shew  that  here,  as  elsewhere,  they  adopted 
it  independently.' 

[453]  Why  does  Luke  omit  all  mention  of  Bethany,  not 
only  here,  where  Mark  omits  it,  but  above,  (Mk.  xi.  1 1 )  "  the 
hour  being  now  late,  he  went  out  to  Betliany  "  ?  We  have  seen 
above  that,  in  Daniel,  the  LXX  uses  avXl^eaOai  to  express 
an  Aramaic  word  meaning  "  pass  the  night."  This  word 
may  be  transliterated  as  BtA.  Did  Luke  regard  "  Bethany  " 
as  a  corruption  of  "  Bt/i,"  so  that  Mk.  xi.  1 1  and  Mk.  xi.  19 
seemed  to  him  duplicates,  stating,  in  different  words 
(Aramaic  and  Hebrew),  that  in  the  evening  Jesus  came 
out  of  Jerusalem  to  '' pass-the-night"  elsewhere? 

§  54.  (Mk.)  Interrogative^  {Mt.-Lk.)  Conditional 

[454]  The  following  instances  of  agreement  between 
Matthew  and  Luke  are  slight  in  themselves,  but  for  that 
very  reason  important  as  shewing  that  Luke  did  not  borrow 
them  from  Matthew.  If  he  had  he  would  have  assuredly 
borrowed  more.  In  each  case  there  is  some  obscurity  or 
harshness  in  Mark,  which  would  naturally  lead  an  early 
Editor  to  correct  Mark's  text. 

Mk.  xi.  22,  23.  Mt.  xxi.  21.  Lk.  xvii.  6. 

"  Have  ye  faith  in  "  Verily  I  say  unto  "  If  ye  have  faith 

God,    verily    I    say  you,  if  ye  have  faith  as  a  grain  of  mustard 

unto  you  ..."  .  .  ."  seed." 

Mk.  xi.  32,  Mt.  xxi.  26.  Lk.  xx.  6. 

"  Yet    should   we  "  But  ifvit  should  '*  But  //"we  should 

say  .  .  .  ?  "  say  ..."  say  .  .  ." 

*  [452a]  The  Hebrew  for  "  outside  the  city  "  would  be  '*  outside  to  the  cHy." 
Now  "city  (Ty)  "  is  at  least  seven  times  confused  in  LXX  with  "  mountain  (nn)." 
Hence  may  have  arisen  a  tradition  that  Jesus  "went  out  to  the  mountain." 
Adopting  this,  Luke  would  naturally  add  "of  olives."  This  view  suggested  that 
He  spent  the  night  in  the  open  air,  as  on  the  night  of  the  betrayal.  Matthew — 
perhaps  conflating  (oj)  "outside  of  the  city"  with  (oo)  "outside  to  a  city,"  i.e. 
village — may  have  adopted  a  tradition  that  supplied  "Bethany"  (perhaps  from 
Mk.  xi.  1 1  i^rjKOtv  tit  Bif^aWav). 


[455] 
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In  both  cases  Mark  reflects  the  obscurity  of  Hebrew 
conditional  or  interrogative  sentences,  and  has  been  accord- 
ingly corrected.     See  372. 


§55."  Behold  "  and  "  behold  !  " 

At  this  point  it  will  be  convenient  to  g^oup  together 
four  passages  where  Matthew  has  the  exclamatory  "  behold," 
while  Mark  has  "  seeing,"  "  saw,"  etc.^ 


Mk.  i.  10. 

(i)  "  he  Mield  the 
heavens  rent." 


Mk.  V.  6. 

(ii)  "and  behold- 
ing Jesus  .  .  .  and 
crying  out." 

Mk.  V.  14. 

(iii)  "  and  they 
came  out  to  behold." 

Mk.  V.  22. 

(iv)  "  and  behold- 
ing him." 


Mt.  iii.  16.  Lk.  iii.  21. 

"and  behold^  the  "and   it  came   lo 

heavens     were     op-     pass    that  .   .   .   the 


ened." 

Mt.  viii.  29. 

"and  belwld^  they 
cried  out." 

Mt.  viii.  34. 

"  and    beholdy    all 
the  city  came  out" 

Mt.  ix.  18. 

''behold,'' 


heaven  was  opened." 

Lk.  viii.  28. 

"  and      beholding 
Jesus,  crying  aloud." 

Lk.  viii.  35. 

"and  they  came 
out  to  behold:' 

Lk.  viiL  41. 
"  and  behold^' 


[455]  As  regards  (i),  some  might  be  disposed  to  think 
that  antecedent  probability  favoured  Mark,  who  records  the 
"  rending "  of  the  heaven  as  what  Jesus  "  saw,"  and  not  as 
an  actual  fact.  The  latter  view  may  seem  a  development 
naturally  to  be  expected  in  the  later  evangelists.  But 
against  Mark  we  have  to  bear  in  mind  that  he  never  uses 
"  behold  I "  in  narrative,  though  the  parallel  Matthew  and  Luke 

1  As  the  Greek  "  see  "  is  from  the  same  root  as  the  Greek  "  behold,"  it  will 
be  useful  in  this  section  to  depart  from  the  Revised  Version  by  substituting 
"  beholding  "for  "  seeing." 
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often  use  it.  Now  it  is  extremely  probable  that  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  did  use  "  behold  ! "  in  narrative,  as  the  Hebrew  Bible 
does,  and  that  Matthew  and  Luke  would  not  systematically 
insert  it,  if  it  was  not,  at  all  events  frequently,  in  the  original. 
So  far,  therefore,  the  probability  is  against  Mark.'' 

[456]  It  happens  that  the  Greek  exclamatory  "behold" 
is  very  like  the  Greek  verb  "  behold."  And  the  Hebrew 
exclamatory  "  behold  "  is  like  "  it  came  to  pass."  Hence 
the  divergences  in  (i)  could  easily  arise,  as  may  be  seen 
from  a  passage  in  Isaiah,  where  a  Hebrew  word  resembling 
"  behold  ! "  has  been  conflated  in  Greek  as  {a^  "  I  beheld," 
(a^)  "  there  became,"  which  are  exactly  the  three  divergences 
above  (i),  in  Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke.^  In  (i),  on  the 
whole,  it  is  probable  that  Matthew  represents  the  original, 
and  Luke's  support  is  in  favour  of  adopting  "  behold  !  "  also 
in  (iv).      But  in  (ii)  and  (iii),  Luke's  support  turns  the  scale 

'  [455a]  Several  features  of  Mark's  style  indicate  (456  (ii)  a)  that  he  would 
follow  Genesis  in  a  detail  of  this  kind.  Now  the  translators  of  the  Septuagint  seem, 
in  the  earlier  books  of  the  Pentateuch,  to  have  tried  as  it  were  experiments  of  free 
rendering  which  were  discarded  by  them,  or  by  others,  as  the  work  of  translation 
proceeded.  Among  these  experiments  is  the  rendering  of  the  monotonous 
"and  behold!"  mostly  used  in  narrative.  It  is  capable  of  very  different  para- 
phrases. Gen.  vi.  12  '^  And  behold  (lit.)  it  \i.e.  the  earth]  corrupt,"  Gen.  viii.  ii 
^ '  And  behold  ^Ti  olive  leaf  in  its  mouth,"  are  severally  rendered  "and  it  was  (^v) 
corrupt,"  "it  had  {.tlx^v)  (perh.  =  there  was  to  it)  an  olive -leaf"  (possibly 
confusing  njn  "behold  !"  with  n''r\  "was,"  comp.  Gen.  xviii.  10  "and  behold  to 
Sarah  a  son,"  LXX  "  and  Sarah  shall  have  (?{«)  a  son."  But  in  Gen.  xv.  4, 
xxiv.  45,  xxxviii.  29  "behold!"  is  rendered  "straightway  [txiBii)."  It  is  never 
again  rendered  ^^  straightway"  in  the  whole  of  the  Bible.  But  Mark,  perhaps, 
borrowed  his  "straightway"  from  Genesis,  as  a  rendering  of  "behold!"  and 
persevered  with  it  through  the  greater  part  of  his  Gospel.  For  another  instance 
of  experimental  translation  see  538. 

'  [456a]  Is.  xlii.  22,  where  one  scribe  has  taken  Kin  "this"  for  (a,)  Kn,  or 
.11.1,  "  behold  !  "  ( =  (Joif),  and  another  for  (a,)  .t.t  ( =  ^^i'eTo).  Then  iiov  has  been 
altered  to  ibov,  resulting  in  (aj)  koX  tX^ov  (Ar  liov)  (a^  koX  iytvero.  For  another 
instance  of  a  confusion  between  iSoiJ  (run)  and  yiptaBai.  (n-n)  see  i  K.  v.  6  "  shall 
be,"  liou  (A  ins.  (rru<ja¥). 

[456*]  The  practice  of  spelling  "  they  saw  (diov) "  as  liov,  and  of  writing  it 
as  t56,  might  easily  lead  scribes  to  suppose  it  was  an  unfinished  t5o(i;).     And  "  he 
saw  (die),"  when  spelt  with  t  for  et  (a  frequent  usage  in  the   besi  MSS.),  is 
identical  with  the  imperative  "  see  (Me)  "  =  nvn, 
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in  favour  of  Mark,  especially  as  the  Greek  "  they  saw "  is 
very  easily  confused  with  the  Greek  "  behold  ! " 

§  55  (a).  {Mk)  "  I  will  put  a  question;*  {Mt.-Lk.)  "/,  too, 
will  question"  etc. 


Mk.  xi.  29. 

"  But  Jesus  said 
to  them,  I  will  put-a- 
question-to  you  (lit.) 
one  word,  and  answer 
me  and  I  will  say 
(e/jw)  to  you  by  what 
authority  I  do  these 
things." 


Mt  xxi.  24. 

"[But,  bracketed 
by  W.  H.]  Jesus 
answering  said  to 
them,  /  too  (Karyo)) 
will  {ovci.put)  question 
you  (lit.)  one  word 
which  if  ye  say 
(etiT'qTe)  to  me  I  too 
will  say  to  you  by 
what  authority  I  do 
these  things." 


Lk.  XX.  3. 

"  But  answering 
he  said  unto  them,  / 
too  (Koyu))  will  (om. 
/>ut)  question  you 
(lit.)  a-word  and  (lit.) 
say  (etiraTe)  to  me." 


(i)  Mt.-Lk.  insert  ''^answering" 

[456  (i)]  It  is  very  rare  indeed  for  the  LXX  to  insert 
"  answering  "  where  the  Hebrew  has  merely  **  said."  *  But 
it  is  also  rare  for  the  LXX  to  omit  "answering"  (or 
"  answered  and  ")  as  superfluous.^  In  view  of  other  evidence 
that  Mark  translates  freely,  it  is  probable  that  Matthew  and 
Luke  are  here  retaining  an  original  Hebraic  "  answering." 


(ii)  {Mk:)  '' put-a-question"  {Mt.-Lk.)  " question  " 

[456  (ii)]   Mark's   word,   in    the    LXX,  almost    always 
means  (except  in  Genesis)  "  consult "  an  oracle,  a  prophet, 

'  Perhaps  the  only  two  instances  are  Gen.  xviii.  9,  Dan.  (LXX)  vii.  16.  In 
both,  the  object  may  be  to  imply  that  the  "saying"  is  a  "saying  in  answer." 

•^  It  is  omitted  in  Numb,  xxiii.  12,  i  Chr.  xii.  17,  Job  iii.  2,  xxxviii.  I,  Dan. 
ii.  8  (LXX),  ii.  20  (Theod.).  Job,  Esdras,  and  Daniel  (LXX)  sometimes  express 
It  by  vTToXa^iiv  or  iK^uveiv. 
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or  God  ^ ;  and  it  often  means  "  consult "  an  oracle  in  classical 
Greek.  It  might  therefore  naturally  be  altered  here  by  a 
Corrector,  or  by  the  later  Evangelists  independently.  The 
short  Gospel  of  Mark  uses  the  word  nearly  as  many  times 
as  the  other  three  Gospels  put  together.  In  the  LXX,  "  put- 
a-question  "  and  "  question  "  are  frequently  interchanged  in 
various  readings. 

(iii)  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  /  too  " 

[456  (iii)]  This  emphatic  form  of  "  I  "  is  used  by  Matthew 
and  Luke  in  those  portions  of  their  Gospels  which  are 
peculiar  to  themselves.^  It  is  very  appropriate  here  in  the 
sense  "  I,  as  well  as  you,"  or  "  I  in  turn,"  and  might  possibly 
be  an  alteration  of  the  Corrector,  for  style.  But  more 
probably  it  is  based  on  the  Hebrew  original,  which  might 
express  the  antithesis  between  "  I  "  and  "  you  "  by  inserting 
the  Hebrew  "  I  "  as  the  subject  of  the  verb.  This  is  done 
sometimes  for  emphasis,  and  the  LXX  does  not  always 
reproduce  the  pronoun,  as  where  Zedekiah  says  to  Jeremiah 
"  /  [t.e.  I,  the  king]  will  ask  thee  a  word."  ^  Combining  this 
with  the  Hebraic  "  answering  "  above  mentioned,  we  are  led 

'  [456  (ii)fl]  'Evepoyray,  in  Gen.,  ahvays={$)  "  question"  (verb)  in  the  ordinary 
sense.  In  the  rest  of  the  historical  books  (where  it  occurs  about  forty  times)  it  = 
"consult"  (God,  a  man  of  God,  soothsayers,  the  fathers,  etc.) :  Jd.  viii.  14,  2  S. 
xi.  7,  xiv.  18,  2  K.  viii.  6,  I  S.  xvii.  56  (A)  are  probably  the  only  exceptions. 
This  is  one  of  the  many  instances  in  which  Mark  follows  (455a)  Genesis. 
"  Put-a-question  "  is  chosen  as  the  rendering  above,  not  because  it  expresses  the 
Greek  well,  but  because  it  brings  out  the  similarity,  and  the  difference,  between 
Mk.  and  Mt.-Lk.  'Kwepwrav  occurs  in  Mk.  (25),  Lk.  (17),  Mt.  (8),  Jn.  (2). 
In  Mt.  xil  10,  .and  parall.  Lk.  vi.  9,  the  question  "Is  it  lawful?"  is  introduced 
by  both  writers  with  hrepurav :  but  Mt.  represents  Jesus  as  questioned,  Lk.  as 
questioning. 

In  Oxyr.  Pap.  vol.  i.,  Ixxxiv.  18  and  25,  cxxxiii.  5,  etc.,  the  word  means 
"  formally  question  "  in  a  legal  sense. 

■  Mt.  ii.  8,  Lk.  i.  3. 

*  Jer.  xxxviii.  14.  So  in  Lev.  xx.  3,  5,  where  the  express  intervention  of  God 
is  implied  by  the  emphatic  pronoun  "  /  will  set  my  face,"  the  LXX  inserts  /7<i  in 
xx.  3,  but  not  in  xx.  5. 
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to  think  that  this  correction  probably  was  due  to  a  Hebrew 
Original. 

(iv)  Lk^s  omission  of^^I  will  say  ..." 

[456  (iv)]  This,  not  being  an  agreement  of  Matthew  and 
Luke  against  Mark,  does  not  fall,  strictly  speaking,  within 
the  scope  of  this  treatise.  But,  having  a  bearing  on  the 
three  last  paragraphs,  it  will  be  conveniently  discussed 
here. 

If  Luke  knew  of  the  words  in  Mark,  he  must  have  rejected 
them,  either  as  doubtful  or  erroneous,  or  else  because  they 
seemed  to  commit  Jesus  to  an  unconditional  promise  to  tell 
His  questioners  what  they  asked,  no  matter  what  kind  of 
answer  was  given  by  them.  The  former  is  by  far  the  more 
reasonable,  as  well  as  the  more  charitable,  explanation  ;  and 
it  is  confirmed  by  the  remarkable  variations  of  Mark  in  D, 
SS,  and  the  Arabic  Diatessaron.  These,  instead  of  "And 
answer  me,"  have  respectively,  "  answer  me,"  "  ivhich  ye  shall 
answer  me,"  ^^ and  if  ye  tell  me" — none  of  which  agrees 
exactly  with  Matthew,  "  which  if  ye  say  to  me."  Moreover, 
why  does  Luke  omit  "  one "  (before  "  word "),  which  is 
inserted  by  Matthew  as  well  as  Mark  ? 

Probably  the  Original  was  as  in  Luke  and  the  first  part 
of  Mark,  only  emphasising  the  pronoun  by  inserting  the 
Hebrew  "  ye  "  thus :  "  I  will  ask  you  a  word  :  ye  (DHn),  answer- 
ye  (imper.)  me."  Now  this  superfluous  "  ye  "  would  naturally 
cause  difficulty.  By  dropping  n,  it  becomes  dn  "if"  ;  and 
this  has  actually  taken  place  in  one  instance  in  the  LXX.^ 
So  here,  "  if"  appears  to  have  been  written  in  the  margin  for 
"ye,"  and  to  have  been  adopted  as  one  alternative  by 
Matthew.  But  now  let  us  suppose  a  literal  Greek  rendering 
adopting  "  if  (gan),"  sometimes  written  eS.  It  happens 
that  this  is  very  similar  to  the  Greek  for  "  one  (gna)  "  some- 

^  Josh.  xxii.  1 8. 

i8o 


OF  MARK  [4S7] 

times  written  e&.      Hence    Mark   might  take  the  words  as, 
"  I  will  ask  you  one  word  :  answer  me."  ^ 

On  the  other  hand  the  conditional  form  of  the  tradition 
("  if  ye  answer  me ")  would  naturally  lead  Evangelists  to 
supply  "  I  also  will  tell  you,"  to  make  the  sense  complete  : 
and  this  more  complete  form  might  be  conflated  both  by 
Mark  and  by  Matthew  with  the  erroneous  "  one."  But  Mark 
retained  the  old  imperative  ("  answer ") ;  Matthew  adopted 
the  conditional  ("  if  ye  say ") ;  Luke  went  back  to  the 
brief  Original.' 

§  56.  {Mk.)  ''those,"  {Mt.-Lk.)  " having  seen" 

Mk.  xii.  7.  Mt  xxi.  38,  Lk.  xx.  14. 

"But  those  husbandmen."  "But  the  husbandmen  having 

seen." 

Having  ascertained  (456)  that  the  verb  "  behold,"  or 
"  see,"  may  be  confused,  by  Greek  corruption,  with  the 
exclamatory  "  behold,"  we  have  to  ask  whether  the  latter 
can  also  be  confused  with  "  those  "  or  "  these."  If  so,  the 
discrepancy  here  is  explained. 

[467]  The  following  instances  will  suffice  : — 2  Chr.  viii. 
9  ''they  (emphatic,  i.e.  those)"  LXX  "behold" ;  Josh.  vii. 
22  "and  behold  it  was  hid,"  LXX  "and  these  were  hidden"; 
Josh.  ix.  1 3  "  and  behold  they  be  rent,"  LXX  "  and  these 
are  rent";  2  Chr.  xxxv.  25,  "and  ^^//^/i^  they  are  written," 
is  correctly  translated  by  the  Septuagint,  but  the  parallel 
I  Esdr.  i.  3  I  has  "  but  these-things  are  written  "  ;  i  S.  xxvii. 
8  "those  [nations],"  LXX  "behold" ;  i  K.  iii.  21  "and 
behold  it  was  dead,"  LXX  "  and  tliat-one  was  dead  "  ;  2    K 

*  Hebrew  confusion  might  less  probably  convert  oni«,  "ye,"  to  nnie,  "one." 
'^  It  is  conceivable  that  the  Original  contained  a  conditional  "if"  with  the 
apodosis  suppressed  as  in  Lk.  xiii.  9  "  If  it  bear  fruit,"  and  perhaps  in  Mk.  vii.  11 
"  If  a  man  say  to  his  father,  Korban,"  And  "  if  (ok)  "  might  be  confused  with,  or 
dropped  before,  tdk,  "  say"  (comp.  Jer.  v.  2  where  o|»  =  X^").  But  a  combination 
of  (>rcek  and  Hebrew  corruption,  as  above,  best  explains  all  the  facts. 
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iv.  40  "  then  they  (lit.  those)  cried  out,"  LXX  "  and  behold 
they  cried  out."  ^ 

[458]  The  frequency  of  this  corruption  makes  it  ex- 
tremely probable  that,  in  the  present  passage,  the  original 
was  either  "and  those-men,  the  husbandmen,"  as  Mark  has 
it,  or  "and  behold,  the  husbandmen."  The  former,  being  an 
unusual  phrase,  was  probably  converted  into  the  latter ;  and 
the  latter,  by  Greek  corruption,  was  changed  from  "  behold  !  " 
into  "  beheld."  This  was  adopted  by  Matthew  and 
Luke."  2 


57.  (J/A)  ''he  will  cornel'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''they  say" 


Mk.  xii.  9,  10. 

« {a)  What  will  the 
lord  of  the  vineyard 
do?  {b)  He  will 
come  and  destroy 
the  husbandmen  and 
give  the  vineyard  to 
others,  {c)  Have  ye 
not  even  read  this 
Scripture  .  .  .  ?  " 


Mt.  xxi.  40—42. 

"  When  therefore 
the  lord  of  the  vine- 
yard Cometh,  what 
will  he  do  to  those 
husbandmen  ?  They 
say  unto  him,  He 
will  miserably  de- 
stroy those  miserable 
men,'  and  give  forth 
the  vineyard  to  other 
husbandmen,  who 
will  render  him  the 
fruits  in  their  season. 
Jesusi-tf/M  unto  them, 
Have  ye  not  even 
ever  read  in  the 
Scriptures  .  .  .  ?  " 

^  In  most  of  these  cases  the  error  is  caused  by  the  identity  (apart  from  vowel 
points)  between  "behold  !"  and  "those  "  (fem.)  {both  =  nan),  e.g.  in  i  S.  xxvii.  8. 
But  in  2  Chr.  viii.  9,  and  2  K.  iv.  40,  Z5oi5  =  TOn  read  as  n:n  (Chr.  A.  airroi). 

^  Greek  corruption  is  here  a  necessary  part  of  the  hypothesis.  "  They  saw  " 
=  iKn:  "  those  "  =  HDrt,  and  these  two  could  not  be  interchanged  by  Hebrew  cor- 
ruption. 

3  Mt.  xxi.  41  /ca/roi>s  kokws  diroXiffei  means  exactly  "  he  will  wretchedly  destroy 
those  wretches^ 
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Lk.  XX.  15-17. 
"  What  therefore 
will  the  lord  of  the 
vineyard  do  to  them  ? 
He  will  come  and 
destroy  these  hus- 
bandmen and  give 
the  vineyard  to  others. 
But  when  they  heard 
it  they  said,  (lod 
forbid.  But  he  hav- 
ing looked  upon 
them  said,  What 
therefore  is  this  that 
is  written  .  .  .  ?  " 


OF  MARK  [469] 

[459  (i)]  Matthew  here  assigns  to  the  chief  priests  an 
amplified  version  of  words  assigned  by  Marie  and  Luke  to 
Jesus.  Luke  so  far  agrees  with  Matthew  as  to  insert 
some  kind  of  reply  from  the  chief  priests,  while  Mark  gives 
none  at  all. 

That  such  a  divergence  might  arise  from  Hebrew  may 
be  seen  from  a  couple  of  passages  in  Kings  :  "  And  he  [t.e. 
Benhadad]  said  unto  him,  '  The  cities  which  my  father  took 
from  thy  father  I  will  restore  ...  as  my  father  made  in 
Samaria.'  *  And  I '  [sazd  Ahab\  '  will  let  thee  go  with  this 
covenant,' "  where  the  italicized  words  could  not  be  omitted 
in  English  ;  ^  "  And  he  [Jehu]  saluted  him  [Jehonadab],  and 
said  to  him,  *  Is  thine  heart  right,  as  my  heart  is  with  thy 
heart  ? '  And  Jehonadab  answered  '  It  is.'  [An^  Jehu 
said],  '  If  it  be,  give  me  thine  hand,'"  In  the  former  case, 
the  R.V.  inserts  the  italicized  words,  but  the  LXX  does  not. 
In  the  latter,  the  LXX  inserts  them,  but  the  R.V.  does  not. 
These  and  other  similar  passages  indicate  possible  diverg- 
ence from  a  Hebrew  Original  omitting  a  verb  of  speech." 

[459  (ii)]  But  divergence  might  also  arise  from  Hebrew 
superfluous  insertion  of  a  verb  of  speech,  for  example,  "  And 
Micaiah  said.  If  thou  return  at  all  in  peace,  the  Lord  hath 
not  spoken  by  me.  And  he  said,  Hear,  ye  peoples,  all  of 
you."  The  LXX  omits  the  words,  "  And  he  said  .  .  .  you," 
possibly  thinking  that  "  he "  must  be  Ahab  (not  Micaiah), 
and  that  this  would  not  make  sense.^  (In  the  parallel 
passage  in  Chronicles,  LXX  (2  Chr.  xviii.  27)  inserts  the 
utterance,    but    omits    "  and    he    said.")       So   again,   where 

'  I  K.  XX.  34,  2  K.  X.  15. 

*  Comp.  Josh.  xxiv.  22,  23  "And  Joshua  said  unto  the  jieople,  'Ye  [are] 
witnesses  .  .  .  that  ye  have  chosen  you  the  Lord  to  serve  him.'  And  they  said, 
•  We  are  witnesses.'  '  Now  therefore  put  away,  [said  he\,  the  strange  gods  .  .  .' " 
Here  the  LXX  omits  the  reply  of  the  people  so  as  to  make  Joshua's  speech 
continuous,  thus  not  needing  to  insert  the  words  "said  he,"  which  are  omitted  in 
the  Hebrew. 

•  I  K.  xxii  28,  A  inserts  the  words. 
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Hezekiah,  after  speaking  to  Isaiah,  is  perhaps  represented 
as  speaking  to  himself:  "Then  said  Hezekiah  unto  Isaiah, 
Good  is  the  word  of  the  Lord  which  thou  hast  spoken.  He 
said  moreover,  Is  it  not  so,  if  peace  and  truth  shall  be  in 
my  days  ?  "  Here  the  LXX  omits  the  whole  of  this  second 
utterance.  In  the  parallel  passage  in  Isaiah,  the  LXX 
inserts  a  similar  utterance  about  "peace  and  truth,"  but 
omits  the  words  "  he  said  moreover."  ^ 

[459  (iii)]  These  phenomena  in  the  LXX  would  lead 
us  to  expect  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  if  translated  from 
Hebrew,  cases  where  one  Gospel  inserts  the  superfluous 
"  and  he  said,"  while  others  reject  it.  Accordingly,  we  find 
no  less  than  eight  instances  where  Mark  has  this  superfluous 
insertion  (eXeyev)  xvhile  Matthew  and  Luke,  one  or  both, 
reject  it.  One  of  these  is  particularly  noteworthy  because  it 
happens  to  resemble  the  utterance  of  the  prophet  Micaiah 
quoted  above  (459  (ii)).  It  is  at  the  end  of  the  Parable  of 
the  Sower  where  Mark  has  "  And  he  said  {kuI  eXeyev),  He 
that  hath  ears  to  hear,  let  him  hear."  Matthew  omits  "  and 
he  said."  Luke  inserts  it  in  a  form  well  adapted  to  bring 
out  the  sense  of  an  abrupt  appeal :  "  Saying  these  things  he 
cried  aloud  (ravra  Xeywv  icfxovet),  '  He  that  hath   .   .  ,'  "  ' 

[459  (iv)]  The  facts  above  stated  show  that  the  Synoptic 

^  2  K.  XX.  19  (A  inserts  the  words  in  a  somewhat  corrupt  form),  parallel  to 
Is.  xxxix.  8.  In  Josh.  iii.  9,  10  "  And  Joshua  said  unto  the  children  of  Israel, 
Come  hither  and  hear  the  words  of  the  Lord  your  God.  Atid  Joshua  said. 
Hereby  .  .  .,"  LXX  om.  the  second  "and  Joshua  said."  In  Dan.  x.  14,  the 
LXX  inserts  the  words  "and  he  said  unto  me,"  in  the  midst  of  the  speech  of  an 
.ingel,  against  the  Hebrew,  which  Theodotion  follows. 

^  [459  (iii)  a]  Mk.  iv.  9,  Mt.  xiii.  9,  Lk.  viii.  8.  Other  instances  are  Mk.  ii. 
27,  iv.  21,  24,  26,  30,  vi.  10,  vii.  20,  viii.  21,  ix.  i.  In  all  these  cases  (except  vii.  20 
Aeyei-  hk)  Mk.  has  koX  fXeyev.  After  Mk.  ix.  i,  this  form  occurs  only  five  times 
in  Mark's  record  of  Christ's  sayings,  and  in  the  five  parall.  passages  Mt.-Lk.  insert 
verbs  of  speech  (Mk.  ix.  31,  xi.  17,  xii.  35,  38,  xiv.  36). 

These  remarks  deal  simply  with  Mk.'s  use  of  ?Xe7ei»  (not  elirev  etc.). 

[459  (iii)  *]  Oxyr.  Pap.  vol.  i.,  xxxiii.  contains  a  report  of  judicial  proceedings, 
written  late  in  the  second  century,  in  which  verbs  of  speech  are  frequently  omitted, 
the  name  of  the  speaker  being  alone  inserted.  If  such  omissions  were  sometimes 
made  in  early  notes  of  Christian  traditions,  it  would  tend  to  confusion. 
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divergence  under  discussion  may  easily  have  arisen  from  a 
Hebrew  Original.  The  following  facts  show  that  Mark  is 
probably  closest  to  the  Original  : — 

(i)  Matthew  and  Luke,  though  they  both  insert  "said," 
do  not  insert  it  in  the  same  place.  Now  this  is  a  frequent 
sign  of  interpolation.  A  word  placed  in  the  margin  may 
naturally  be  transferred  by  one  editor  to  one  position  in  the 
text,  by  another  to  another  a  little  earlier  or  later.  And 
this  appears  to  have  happened  here. 

(2)  The  words,  in  Mark,  "  He  will  come,"  following  "  What 
will  the  lord  of  the  vineyard  do  ? "  might  be  naturally  taken 
as  an  ansiver  made  by  the  chief  priests  (although  self-question 
followed  by  self-answer  is  characteristic  of  Christ's  teaching). 
After  the  fall  of  Jerusalem,  too,  there  would  seem  to  the 
later  Evangelists  an  appropriateness  in  making  the  Jews  thus 
pronounce  sentence  on  themselves.^ 

(v)  {Mt.-Lk.)  "therefore  .  .  .  to  those  {Lk.  them)" ;  (Mt.) 
"  when  .  .  .  Cometh"  (MJb.-Lk.}  " he  will  come " 

[459  (v)]  "  Therefore "  is  inserted  by  Matthew  and 
Luke  against   Mark  on  two  other  occasions  where  Mark  is 

'  Another  argument  may  perhaps  be  derived  from  an  allusion,  in  Mk.  and 
Mt,  to  Isaiah's  prophecy  about  the  vineyard  of  the  Lord.  The  LXX  version 
of  that  prophecy  contains  the  words  (Is.  v.  2),  "  I  set  a  hei/ge  about  it  (<f>paynbv 
TfpUdiiKa)  .  .  .  and  iuitt  a  tower  in  the  midst  of  it,  and  digged  a  wine-press 
(wpoKifviov)  in  it."  All  the  italicised  words  are  exactly  reproduced  in  Mk.  xii.  I 
(followed  by  Mt.  xxi.  33),  with  the  slight  variation  of  viro\i]vi.ov  (Mt.  Xip'di')  for 
"  wine-press."  Lk.'s  omission  of  them  suggests  that  they  were  not  parts  of  the 
Original  but  a  very  early  oral  addition,  or  marginal  gloss  transferred  to  the  text 
(like  the  Isaiah -passage  about  "the  worm  and  the  fire"  (434a))-  But  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  earliest  Hebrew  Evangelist,  in  writing  this  parable,  would 
have  in  view  the  Song,  similar  in  subject  and  similarly  addressed.  In  the  sequel 
of  the  Song,  the  prophet  says  (Is.  v.  3)  "  And  now,  O  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem 
and  men  of  Judah,  judge,  I  pray  you,  betwixt  me  and  my  vineyard.  ..."  But, 
without  waiting  for  their  answer,  he  continues  (Is.  v.  5),  "And  now,  go  to,  I  will 
tell  you  what  I  will  do  to  my  vineyard."  Mk.  and  Lk.  are  therefore  following 
on  the  lines  of  the  prophecy  in  representing  the  Lord  Himself  as  "telling"  what 
thf  Lord  of  the  vineyard  "will  do."  And  there  is  no  reason  here  to  suspect 
a  gloss. 
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extremely  abrupt.^  It  may  be  regarded  as  a  correction  for 
smoothness  (534  (ii)) ;  and  "  to  those,"  and  "  to  them,"  as 
insertions  of  the  object  of  the  verb  for  definiteness  (634  (i)). 
But  Matthew's  "  when  "  cannot  be  explained  as  a  cor- 
rection for  style.  This  points  to  an  original  Hebrew  particle 
(""D)  of  an  extremely  ambiguous  character  (Gesen.  Oxf) 
capable  of  meaning  "  when,"  or  "  that,"  or  "  verily,"  while 
sometimes  it  simply  introduces  a  speech  like  inverted 
commas  and  might  be  left  untranslated.  It  is  therefore 
something  more  than  a  mere  conjecture  that  an  Original 
"  verily  he  will  come  "  or  "  that  he  will  come  "  was  taken  by 
Matthew  as  "  when  he  shall  come,"  and  transposed  to  the 
beginning  of  his  sentence.* 

(vi)  (Z/C-.)  "  looked  upon  them  " 

[459  (vi)]  It  is  antecedently  most  improbable  that  a 
serious  historian  like  Luke  would  interpolate  a  statement 
of  this  '^kind  for  merely  graphic  purposes.  There  must 
have  been  something  in  the  text  that  induced  him  to  insert 
this  rare  word,  rare  in  N.T.  as  a  whole,  and  only  twice 
used  by  Luke.^  The  facts  previously  alleged  point  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  must  be  a  conflate  of  a  marginal  "  and  he 
said."  That  this  is  so,  is  rendered  highly  probable  by  the 
similarity  in  Hebrew  between  "and  he  said  (noN"*"))"  and 
"and  he  looked-on-them  (dnti)."  And  the  probability  is 
greatly  increased  by  the  occurrence  of  this  very  conflation 
in  Job  where  the  Hebrew  has  simply  "  But  he  said  to  her," 

^  Mk.  xii.  23,  Mt.  xxii.  28,  Lk,  xx.  33  ;  Mk.  xii.  37,  Mt.  xxii.  45,  I,k.  xx.  44. 

2  Possibly  "therefore"  was  a  part  of  the  Original  and  dropped  by  Mk.  who 
scarcely  ever  uses  this  particle  (oC;')  (in  W.  H.  only  thrice,  and  once  bracketed). 
The  words  in  the  vineyard-prophecy  above  quoted  (Is.  v.  5  "and  now  (nnvi) 
.  .  .  what  I  will  do  ")  rather  suggest  (since  nnyi  often  =  »'0»'  oiv  (e.g.  Gen.  xxi.  23, 
xxvii.  3,  8,  43)  or  olv  {e.g.  Gen.  xxiv.  49,  Exod.  iii.  18,  x.  17))  that  the  original 
here  may  have  been  "  what  therefore." 

=•  'Bm/SX^ttw  occurs  Mk.  (4),  Mt.  (2),  Lk.  (2),  Jn.  (2),  Acts  (i).  The  other 
instance  in  Lk.  is  xxii.  61,  where,  as  here,  Lk.  probably  used  the  word  to  indicate 
divine  or  prophetic  insight  (so  Jn.  i.  36,  42). 
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but  the   LXX  "  But  he,  having  looked  upon  [her],  said  to 
her."  ' 

[459  (vii)]  The  most  probable  conclusion  from  the  facts 
above  alleged  is  that  the  Original,  like  Mark,  contained  no 
verb  of  speech  before  (^)  and  {c).  Subsequently,  Hebrew 
verbs  ("  and  they  said,"  "  and  he  said  ")  were  inserted  in  the 
margin  to  indicate  that  the  passage  was  (as  the  correctors 
thought)  a  dialogue  and  not  a  speech.  Hence  Matthew 
and  Luke  differed  in  the  places  assigned  by  them  to  the 
verbs  of  speech.  Luke  conflated  the  second  verb  of  speech 
with  another  verb. 

(i)  {Mt?)  "  miserably  .  .  .   miserable  men  " 

[460  (i)]  Matthew's  phrase,  as  is  abundantly  shown  by 
Wetstein,  is  one  frequent  in  maledictions  ("  wretch,  may  you 
wretchedly  perish  ! "  "  may  the  gods,  wretch,  destroy  you 
wretchedly,"  etc.),  and  it  suggests  a  use  of  the  Hebrew 
word  c/irm  (DlTl)  translated  in  the  LXX  mostly  by 
"  utterly  destroy  (i^oXeOpevo)),"  but  frequently  by  "  anathe- 
matize," i.e.  "  devote  to  destruction."  ^  But  if  this  word  was 
in  the  original,  why  was  it  softened  down  by  Mark,  with 
Luke's  acquiescence,  to  "  destroy  "  (aTroWv/it),  which  is  only 
twice  used  by  LXX  as  a  rendering  of  mn  ? 

We  have  to  consider  this  insertion  of  Matthew's  in  the 
light  of  two  facts,     (i)  Mark's  version   is  deficient  in  anti- 

'  Job  ii.  lo  6  W  ifjiP\h(>a<t  eXirtv  avrg  :  "  and  he  said  "=TDKn,  "and  he  looked- 
on-them"  =  DKTi,  a  form  used  only  in  2  K.  ii.  24  of  Elisha  looking  on  the  children 
whom  he  curses  (R.V.  "saw,"  LXX  «M«v).  'EupXiirtw  occurs  in  the  hist,  books 
of  O.T.  only  thrice  (always  =  nKn).  The  confusion  between  "see"  (i.e.  "per- 
ceive") and  "say"  explains  a  confusion  between  the  following  parallel  passages, 
(a)  Mk.  xii.  28  "one  of  the  scribes  .  .  .  knowing  (elddti,  D  etduv)  that  he 
answered  well,"  Lk.  xx.  39  "some  of  the  scribes  .  .  .  said,  Teacher  thou  liast 
answered  well "  ;  [6)  Mk.  xii.  34  "  And  Jesus  having  seen  that  he  answered  dis- 
creetly," Lk.  X.  28  "  But  he  {i.e.  Jesus)  said  to  him,  Thou  hast  answered  rightly." 
The  consequent  confusion  appears  to  have  produced  {c)  Mk.  xii.  32  "Well, 
teacher,  in  truth  didst  thou  say."' 

"  DTn  =  d*atf<M<i'"'i'«  (13)1  ^{o\otfp«iJ<i»  (23),  dyiXXK/ut  (2). 
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thesis  between  the  two  classes  of  husbandmen,  one,  wicked, 
which  is  to  be  "  destroyed,"  and  another,  which  is  to  succeed 
the  first.  Luke  inserts  "  these "  before  the  former  class. 
Matthew,  with  the  same  object,  may  have  inserted  some 
term  signifying  "  accursed."  (2)  Later  on,  in  describing  the 
second  class,  Matthew  is  not  content  (like  Mark)  with 
"  others,"  but  adds,  "  husbandmen  who  shall  give  him  their 
fruits  in  their  seasons."  Matthew's  two  additions,  taken 
together,  indicate  an  amplifying  tendency  in  his  narrative, 
so  that  we  must  not  expect  to  find  his  additions  correspond- 
ing exactly  to  the  Hebrew  Original. 

But,  though  both  Matthew's  additions  may  have  been 
dictated  by  a  desire  to  define  the  meaning,  their  form  may 
have  been  suggested  by  something — perhaps  a  play  on 
words,  perhaps  a  corruption  —  in  the  Hebrew  text.  For 
example — the  Hebrew  for  "  vine-dressers  "  being  the  plural 
of  crm  (D^D),  and  for  "  devoting-to-destruction  "  chrm  (D^^) 
— an  editor,  in  order  to  define  the  first  class  of  "vine- 
dressers {crm)"  may  have  inserted  in  the  margin  "  men 
devoted-to-destruction,"  literally  "  men  of  chrm!'  ^  And 
again,  the  word  "  others,"  D"'inN,  might  suggest  to  the  editor 
D'^hDn,  which  is  the  most  frequent  original  of  the  Greek 
"  husbandmen  {yewp'yoi)!'  and  is  occasionally  connected  with 
"  vine-dressers."  ^  These  details  are  quite  uncertain  :  but  it 
is  almost  certain  that  Matthew's  additions  are  glosses. 

^  Comp.  I  K.  XX.  42  "the  man  of  (lit.)  my-devoting-to-destruction  (nain)," 
dj/5pa  6\iepiov,  Is.  xxxiv.  5  "the  people  of  my-devoting-to-destruction  ('cnn)," 
rbv  \abv  riji  dirwXeiar  (R.V.  (K.)  "whom  I  had  devoted  to  destruction,"  (Is.) 
"of  my  curse"). 

-  n3K  =  d/)OTi7/3  (I),  yewpy6i  (5).  TeupySi  occurs  in  Heb.  LXX  only  (9). 
' A/xireXovpyol  occurs  (4),  always  plur.,  always  =  01^13,  which  is  never  used  apart 
from  "husbandmen"  (or  "ploughmen")  in  the  context.  Even  with  this  aid  to 
define  the  meaning,  d'D13,  "vine-dressers,"  is  translated  Kn^ftara,  "possessions," 
in  Joel  i.  1 1,  being  identical,  without  vowel  points,  with  the  pi.  of  "  vineyard  ' 
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(ii)  {Lk.)  '' God  forbid"  {Mt.)  *' render  hurt  the  fruits  .  .  ." 

[460  (ii)]  There  is  only  one  word  in  the  Hebrew 
scriptures  that  asserts  a  paramount  claim  to  represent  the 
original  of  "  God  forbid,"  or  (to  give  the  Greek)  of  "  Not  [so] 
be  it !  "  This  therefore  must  be  made  the  basis  of  investi- 
gation into  a  possible  Hebrew  original,  or  gloss,  that  may 
explain  the  Synoptic  divergences.  It  occurs,  sometimes 
reiterated,  in  nineteen  passages,  and  literally  means  "  profana- 
tion (rTS"''?n)."  Hence  "  profanation  to  me,"  "  profanation 
from  the  Lord,"  "  profanation  from  this,"  or  sometimes 
simply  "  profanation,"  means  "  far  be  it  that  I  should  do 
this,  or,  that  this  should  happen  ! " 

But  this  root  "  profane,"  or  "  make  common,"  when 
applied  to  a  vineyard,  meant  to  begin  to  use  its  fruits.  For 
three  years  the  fruits  of  a  newly-planted  vineyard  were  to 
remain  uneaten  ;  the  fruits  of  the  fourth  year  were  to  be 
consecrated  to  Jehovah  ;  in  the  fourth  year,  said  the  Levitical 
Law,  "  all  the  fruit  shall  be  holy  for  giving  praise  unto  the 
Lord."^  In  th^  fifth  year  the  owner  might  eat  the  fruit,  and, 
to  describe  this,  Jeremiah  uses  the  word  "  make  common," 
i.e.  "  free  for  all  to  enjoy,"  thus  (R.V.)  :  "  The  planters  shall 
plant  and  sltall  enjoy  [the  fruit  thereof  \"  where  A.V.  has 
"  eat  [thevi]  as  common  things."  ^  Here  the  LXX  has 
"  plant  and  praise"  confusing  " enjoy  "  with  the  very  similar 
word  mentioned  in  the  Levitical  passage  just  quoted  about 
"  gxw'mg-praise  "  with  the  fruits  of  the  fourth  year.  "  Enjoy  " 
is  from  SSn,  "  praise  "  from  hhn. 

(iii)  Both  were  probably  glosses 

[460  (iii)]   Hitherto,  we    have   arrived  no   further    than 
this,  that    Matthew's   and   Luke's  divergent  insertions  may 

*  Lev.  xix.  24  "  for-giving-praise  (o'SiSn)  unto  (-^)  the  Lord." 

'  Jer.  xxxi.  5  "enjoy  [the  fruit  thereof]  (iSVn),"  o.lviao.rt  (leg.  \Sr^.     In  this 

sense,   "enjoy,"  SVn  occurs  elsewhere  (Gesen.  Oxf.)  only  in  Deut.  xx.  6  (*ij) 

tCxpfnlMo/jMi,  xxviii.  30  rptryw. 
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have  arisen  from  some  Hebrew  word  that  might  be  variously 
interpreted  (i)  "profanation,"  (2)  "enjoy  the  first-fruits  of  a 
vineyard "  (with  a  possibility  of  a  third  variant  "  giving 
praise,"  connected  by  Levitical  tradition  with  the  consecra- 
tion of  the  fourth  year's  fruits).  And  the  question  arises 
whether  "  profanation  from  the  Lord,  or  to  the  Lord,"  ^  being 
the  original,  was  taken  wrongly  to  mean  "  for  giving  praise 
unto  the  Lord  " — which  was  paraphrased  by  Matthew  into  a 
materialistic  statement  about  "  rendering  fruits  unto  the  Lord 
of  the  Vineyard  " — or  whether  some  statement  about  "  giving 
praise,"  or  "  enjoying  first-fruits,"  was  the  original,  wrongly 
interpreted  by  Luke. 

Both  suppositions  are  attended  with  great  difficulties. 
If  Luke's  was  the  original,  then,  referring  to  the  LXX  and 
finding  that  "  profanation  "  is  never  mistranslated  there,  we 
have  to  ask  why  it  is  apparently  mistranslated  here  by 
Matthew  and  certainly  omitted  by  Mark.  That  various 
editors  should  corrupt  "  profanation,"  first,  into  some  word 
or  words  meaning  "  enjoy  first-fruits  "  or  "  praise,"  and  then 
that  this  should  be  loosely  paraphrased  by  Matthew  into  a 
sentence  about  "  rendering  first-fruits  in  due  season,"  seems 
very  improbable — and  all  the  more  because  Matthew  himself 
— alone  of  the  Evangelists — has  the  phrase  "  God  forbid  " 
elsewhere.^ 

It  seems  more  probable  that  some  editor  of  the  Hebrew 
Gospel,   reflecting   on    the    circumstances   of   the    vineyard, 

^  The  latter  construction  is  found  in  Job  xxxiv.  10. 

2  [460  (iii)  a]  Mt.  xvi.  22  "Be  it  far  from  thee"  (marg.  "God  have  mercy 
on  thee")  IXews  aoi,  Kvpu.  "IXewi  is  used  thus  by  LXX  in  three  passages  to  repre- 
sent n^-hn  (2  S.  XX.  20  twice,  xxiii.  17,  i  Chr.  xi.  19).  In  i  S.  xiv.  45  "shall 
Jonathan  die  .  .  .  God-forbid  {n^-hn),  as  the  Lord  liveth  (m,T  'n),"  LXX  om.  l\€m, 
but  A  inserts  it.  Abraham  (Gen.  xviii.  25)  uses  a  similar  expression  twice  towards 
God,  "  Profanation  (nSVn)  to  thee  (-]'?)  from  doing  .  .  .,  profanation  (n'?'?n)  to-thee 
(l*?)."  fivSafiQs  ail  Troiijcreis  .  .  .  fnjdafiQs.  In  LXX,  nVSn  =  M^  yifotro  ($),  fii) 
el-n  (2),  aews  (5),  n-nbapMi  (9).  In  i  Chr.  xi.  19  «'  profanation  to  me  from  God 
(tiVkd),"  tKeil}%  jttot,  6  Qeb%  =  2  S.  xxiii.  17  "profanation  to  me,  O  Lord  (ni.T)." 
XKtilK  Atot,  KiJpte  (where  Gesen.  Oxf.  leg.  mn'o) :  both  passages  add  "  from  doing 
this,"  the  sentence  meaning  "  God  forbid  that  I  should  do  this  ! " 
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namely,  that  it  had  been  newly  planted  by  the  owner,  and 
that  the  owner  represented  the  Lord,  and  that  the  first-fruits 
were  due  by  Law  to  Him,  jotted  down  in  the  margin  some  of 
the  words  of  the  Levitical  Law.  This  obscure  allusion  may 
have  been  misunderstood  by  Luke  as  being  the  familiar  term 
*'  profanation."  On  this  hypothesis,  the  glosses  result  from 
mere  interpolation.  But,  as  in  the  case  of  (106)  the  sons 
of  Araunah,  a  gloss  is  often  based  on  something  in  the 
text.  The  next  paragraph  will  consider  whether  this  may 
be  the  case  here. 

(iv)  Origin  of  the  glosses 

[461]  In  the  following  words  Luke  deviates  from  Mark 
and  Matthew,  who  agree  in  having  (Mk.)  ^^  Have  ye  not 
even  read  this  scripture  ?  "  (Mt.)  "  Have  ye  not  even  ever  read 
in  the  Scriptures  ? "  while  Luke  has  "  What  therefore  is 
written  ?  " 

Now  this  reproachful  question — implying  that  the  chief 
priests  ought  to  have  read,  but  have  not — might  naturally 
be  represented  by  a  phrase  presenting  a  considerable  simi- 
larity to  "  profanation."  And  this — especially  coming  in  an 
ambiguous  position,  at  the  head  of  a  sentence,  before  which 
some  supplied,  and  some  did  not  supply,  a  verb  of  speech — 
might  give  rise  to  the  two  glosses  described  above.^ 

Against  the  probability  of  the  originality  of  Luke's  "  God 
forbid,"  it  must  be  added  that  (i)  the  Arabic  Diatessaron 
omits  it  (though  it  might  easily  have  been  combined  with 
Matthew),  (ii)  the  Syro-Sinaitic  substitutes  a  part  of  Lk. 
XX.    19,   "they   knew   that  he   spake    this    parable   against 

'  t461a]  "  Have  ye  not  even  (ever)  read  "  might  represent  an  original  "  Ought 
ye  not  to  have  read,"  lit.  "[Was  it]  not  to  you  (djS  vhri)  to  read."  If  k  were  read 
as  1,  or  dropped,  the  first  letters  would  become  SVn,  closely  resembling  the  root 
of  the  word  "  profanation  "  ('?Vn),  and  identical  with  the  root  of  the  word  "  praise  " 
in  the  above-quoted  Levitical  text.  For  "  ought  ye  not,"  see  2  Chr.  xiii.  $  oaS  kV.i 
(also  Nehem.  v.  9,  where  LXX  has  ovx  o{>Twt). 
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them."  (iii)  Moreover,  the  Hebrew  phrase  about  "  profana- 
tion "  might  be  erroneously  derived  from  the  Hebrew  of 
Luke's  following  words  about  "  this  that  is  written."  ^ 

^  [461*]  "That  which  is  written"  is  not  always  represented  by  the  Hebrew 
"  write."  See  Hor.  Hebr.  (on  Lk.  x.  25)  about  "  those  various  treatises  amongst  the 
Rabbins ;  the  Micra,  Afis{h)na,  Midras(h)  .  .  .  :  »npo,  Micra  is  the  text  of  the 
Bible  itself,  its  reading  and  literal  explanation,  Mis(A)na  the  doctrine  of  traditions 
and  their  explication."  Consequently  "  What  is  this  that  is  written  t"  might  be  in 
Hebrew,  "What  [is]  Micra  this?"  But  "what  (.to)"  might  be  taken  as  "from 
(-d),"  followed  by  the  article  (-n),  and  Aficra  (since  ,np  and  mp  are  very  frequently 
interchanged)  is  capable  of  meaning  "mischance,"  "misadventure."  Hence  the 
words  "What  is  this  that  is  written  ?"  following  after  "profanation"  might  be 
taken  as  "  Profanation  yro/«  /his  mischance !"  i.e.  "God  forbid  this  evil."  This 
has  been  described  above  as  "  enoneously  derived,"  liecause  "  mischance  "  would 
not  be  a  suitable  word  to  use  (i  S.  vi.  9)  for  a  divine  visitation.  Still,  it  is  possible 
that  a  glosser,  endeavouring  to  make  sense  out  of  one  among  several  obscure 
variations,  might  misinterpret  the  word  thus,  and  that  the  whole  might  l)e 
wrongly  paraphrased  by  Lk.  in  a  conflation  as  "(jod  forbid." 

[461f]  On  the  other  side — and  in  favour  of  the  hy|>othesis  that  Lk.'s  "God 
forbid"  represents  the  Original,  from  which  Mk.-Mt.  have  deviated — it  may  be 
fairly  urged  that  elsewhere  the  parall.  Mk.  omits  the  words  of , Peter  (Mt.  xvi.  22, 
Lk.  om..  the  whole)  "  Be  it  far  from  thee.  Lord."  Does  it  not  seem  probable  that 
Mk.  erroneously  omitted  these  words  in  Peter's  reply  ?  And,  if  he  was  wrong 
there,  may  he  not  be  wrong  here  in  making  the  same  omission  ?  Again,  if  Mk. 
had  inserted  the  words  here,  the  insertion  would  have  been  fatal  to  his  (peculiar) 
view  that  the  context  contained  not  a  dialogue  but  a  continuous  discourse.  For 
how  could  Christ  utter  such  an  expression?  Might  not  Mk.,  therefore,  natur- 
ally— but  erroneously — infer,  under  these  circumstances,  that  the  words  were 
corrupt  ? 

This  argument  certainly  deserves  consideration.  But  one  last  point  must  not 
be  forgotten.  It  is  possible  that,  even  in  Peter's  reply,  the  words  "  Be  it  far  from 
thee  "  may  be  a  gloss.  Some  evangelistic  scrilje,  wishing  to  indicate  the  reverent 
nature  of  Peter's  "  rebuke  "  to  Jesus,  may  have  inserted  in  the  margin  a  quotation 
of  the  famous  remonstrance,  not  "  rebuke,"  addressed  by  Abraham  to  Jehovah 
(460  (iii)  a).     And  this  may  have  been  inserted  by  Mt.  in  his  text. 

[461<^]  As  regards  Lk.'s  addition  "  when  they  heard  it  (aKo^aavrti)  they  said," 
it  is  natural  to  assume  that  it  is  added  for  mere  connection.  But  consideration  will 
shew  that  Lk.  must  have  taken  "  hear  "  to  mean  (as  it  often  does  in  N.T.)  "  under- 
stand," He  intends  to  say,  "  when  they  understood  the  meaning  [of  the  parable], 
they  said,  God  forbid."  Compare  below  Mk.  xii.  28  "knowing {D  seeing)  (SS 
hearing)  that  he  answered  well."  We  have  seen  above  that  Lk.'s  "he  looked 
upon  them  and  said"  may  have  been  a  conflation  of  "he  said."  So  here,  "they 
said  "  may  have  been  conflated  by  Lk.'s  original  as  "  (Oj)  they  saw  [the  meaning} 
and  (02)  said."     Lk.  may  have  expressed  (a^  by  "they  heard.". 
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[462]  §  58.    The  Commandtneni-disaission 


Mt.  xxii.  34-36. 

"But  the  Phari- 
sees, having  heard 
that  he  [had]  muzzled 
the  Sadducees,  were 
gathered  together ; 
and  there  questioned 
him  one  of  them,  a 
lawyer,  tempting  him, 
Teacher,  which  com- 
mandment is  great  in 
the  law  ?  " 


Mk.  xii.  28  (lit), 
(fl)  "And  having 
come  to  him,  one  of 
the  scribes,  {b)  having 
heard  them  [i.e.  Jesus 
and  the  Sadducees] 
disputing,  {c^)  know- 
ing that  he  [had] 
answered  them  well, 
{d)  asked  him,  Which 
commandment  is  first 
(fem.)  of  all  [things] 
(neut.)?" 

Mk.  xii.  32. 

{c^  "  the  scribe 
said  to  him.  Teacher 
well  saidst  thou  in 
truth." 

Mk.  xii.  34  (lit). 

{c^  "Jesus  seeing 
him  that  he  answered 
discreetly." 


(i)  {Mt.)  ''he  had  muzzled" 

[462]  That  some  confusion  existed  in  the  earliest  editions 
of  Mark  is  shewn  by  the  fact  that  Luke,  at  this  point,  gives 
nothing  but  the  reply  {c^  "  thou  saidst  well,"  which  he  attri- 
butes to  "  some  "  of  the  scribes.  Much  earlier — in  a  narrative 
about  a  "  lawyer,"  who  appears  to  correspond  to  Mark's 
"  scribe  " — Luke  assigns  the  words  "  thou  answeredst  aright " 
to  Jesus.  Mark  gives  these  words  in  three  different  forms, 
(fj,  c^,  Cj).  Matthew,  on  the  other  hand,  nowhere  uses  this 
phrase,  but  has  here — apparently  instead  of  it — a  statement 
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Lk.  XX.  39. 

"  But  some  of  the 
scribes  said,  {c^ 
Teacher,  thou  saidst 
well." 

Lk.  X.  25-28. 

"  And  behold  a 
certain  lawyer  stood 
up  greatly  -  tempting 
him,  saying,  Teacher, 
what  shall  I  do  to 
inherit  eternal  hfe? 
But  he  said  to  him, 
In  the  law  what  is 
written?  Howreadest 
thou  ? . . .  But  he  said 
to  him,  {c^  Thou 
answeredst  aright." 
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that  Jesus  had  "  muzzled  "  the  Sadducees.  To  "  muzzle  "  an 
adversary,  in  this  sense,  might  (even  without  any  error  of 
confusion)  be  naturally  softened  down  to  "  answer  effectively," 
"  answer  well,"  "  answer  discreetly."  But  it  also  happens 
that  the  Hebrew  "  muzzle  (Don) "  closely  resembles  the 
Hebrew  "  wise  (D3n),"  which,  when  used  as  a  verb,  means 
"  deal  discreetly,"  and  sometimes  "  overcome  [an  enemy]  by 
discretion."  As  a  working  hypothesis,  we  may  suppose 
that  Matthew  is  here  closest  to  the  Original  which  was, 
"  perceiving  that  he  had  muzzled  them "  (meaning  by 
"  them  "  the  Sadducees  previously  mentioned).  Alternatives 
were  placed  in  the  margin,  and  conflated  and  variously 
applied  by  Mark  and  Luke."  ^ 

(ii)  '"one"  or  " some "  ? 

[463]  In  Luke,  "  some  "  of  the  scribes  say  "  Teacher,  thou 
saidst  well,"  after  Jesus  has  silenced  the  Sadducees.  In 
Mark,  "  one  "  of  the  scribes  says  this,  after  Jesus  has  replied 
to  the  question  about  the  First  or  Greatest  Commandment. 
The  Hebrew  "one  of"  might  easily  be  confused  with  the 
plural  of  "  one,"  a  rare  form,  which  means  "  a  few  "  but  is 
not  used  partitively.'^ 

[464]  The  Hebrew  "knowing"  is  twice  rendered  in 
Isaiah  (LXX)  by  "  saying."  Hence  Mark's  "  knowing  that 
he  had  answered  well"  —  a  rather  curious  substitute  for 
"  seeing  (or,  perceiving)  that  he  had  answered  well  " — might 

^  [462a]  The  Heb.  verb  "muzzle"  occurs  only  twdce  in  the  Bible,  and  the 
derived  noun  once.  In  one  case  the  Septuagint  translates  the  verb  "  build  round 
(so  as  to  impede),"  and  whereas  the  Psalmist  speaks  of  putting  a  "  muzzle  "  on  his 
mouth,  the  Greek  has  "  a  guard."  This  indicates  that  there  would  be  a  tendency 
in  the  present  passage  to  soften  down  the  word.  '*  Muzzle"  =  DDn,  "  wise"=D3n  ; 
DDn  in  Ezek.  xxxix.  ii  "stop"  {but  A.V.  "stop  [the  noses  of]  ")  =  Tep(ot»fo5oAteti', 
in  Ps.  xxxix.  i,  "  bridle"  (but  marg.  " muzzle ")  =  ^i;Xa(nJ.  In  Ex.  i.  lo,  "let-us- 
deal  wisely  (noannj,  from  nan,  "wise")  with  (-<?)  them,"  icaToo-o^nrti/te^a  oi5toi;i, 
means,  practically,  "let  us  suppress  them." 

2  ' '  One  of,"  taken  as  one  word, =mnK,  which,  if  written  cnnM,  differs  little  from 
DnnK  "a  few." 
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be  confused  with  a  tradition  that  the  scribe  said  that  Jesus 
had  answered  well  (Luke,  "  Teacher,  thou  saidst  well  "^ 

Some  confusion  between  "  one  "  and  "  some,"  combined 
with  other  corruptions,  may  have  led  Luke  to  separate  a 
part  of  Mark's  tradition  from  the  rest  and  to  take  it  as  a 
separate  narrative. 

(iii)  (i^yi-.)  '"disputing"  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''lawyer" 

[465]  The  Greek  noun  "  Disputant,"  corresponding  to 
Mark's  participle  "disputing,"  is  used  in  St.  Paul's  First 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  (i.  20) :  "  Where  is  the  wise  ? 
Where  is  the  Scribe  ?  Where  is  ilie  Disputant  of  this 
world  ? "  It  represents  a  common  Hebrew  term  meaning 
"  investigator,"  but  especially  applied  to  investigation 
(Midrash),  or  discussion,  of  the  Law,  and  hence  to  the 
teacher  of  the  Law.^ 

If  therefore  Mark  erroneously  rendered  "one  of  the 
Disputants  "  by  a  participle  "  disputing,"  it  would  be  natural 
for  a  Corrector  to  place  in  the  margin  the  correct  meaning, 
viz.  "  one  learned  in  the  law^  or,  lawyer" 

The  Corrector  may  have  added  "  tempting  him  "  in  order 
to  shew  that  the  question  was  not  one  for  information. 
But  the  addition  may  have  been  suggested  from  the  margin, 
thus.  The  word  "  dispute  "  also  means  "  inquire  into,"  and 
hence  it  might  be  interpreted  as  meaning  "  test,"  or  "  try." 

'  [464a]  Is.  xix.  12,  xlviii.  6,  forms  of  jn»,  tlitti*  in  both  cases.  Greek  confusion 
is  also  easy  between  (Mk.  xii.  28)  "knowing  (eiAcoc  (D.  eiAcoN))"  and  (Mk. 
xiL  34),  "seeing  lAcoN  (D.  ciAcon),"  especially  as  the  latter  would  often  be 
written  lAco  or  eiAC-  We  have  also  seen  above  (459  (vi.))  that  (as  in  Job  ii.  10) 
"see  (ain)"  may  be  confused  with  "say  (ion)."  In  Mk.  xii.  28,  SS  has  "heard 
that  he  answered  well."  Comp.  Esth.  iii.  5,  "and  he  saw  (nil),"  LXX  irir/woCt, 
Lagarde  (a)  fjKovatv. 

•  SchUrer,  Tht  Jnviik  People,  Eng.  Trans,  n.  ii.  82,  translates  nem  "sermon," 
and  [m  "preacher."  He  explains  mo  (ib.  i.  330)  as  "investigation,  explana- 
tion." The  Heb.  rn  does  not  mean  "  test "  or  "  tempt "  in  O.T.  But  it  might 
be  inferred  to  have  that  meaning  from  the  context  here  and  from  such  a  passage 
as  I  Chr.  xxviii.  9  "the  Lord  trieth  (em)  all  hearts,"  ^rdfet. 
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Hence,  a  marginal  rendering  might  be  ''testing"  These 
two,  being  combined,  might  possibly  result  in  the  conflation 
— "  (rtj)  a  lawyer  {a^  trying  (or,  tempting)  him."  But  on 
that  point  see  what  follows,  and  especially  466  (17). 

(iv)  "  Tempting^*  in  LXX,  an  error 

[466  (a)]  As  regards  the  "  tempting  "  of  Jesus  by  men, 
Luke  differs  widely  from  Mark,  and  generally  from  Matthew 
(though  here  he  agrees  with  the  latter).  And,  if  we  are 
to  discuss  the  present  passage,  it  is  necessary  to  examine 
others.  The  only  mention  of  "  tempting "  by  men,  in  the 
LXX,  that  could  be  supposed  to  predict  Messianic  sufferings, 
is  in  the  Psalms  (LXX  version)  "  They  tempted  me,  they 
sorely-mocked  me  [with]  mocking." '  This,  however,  is  an 
entirely  erroneous  rendering  of  the  obscure  Hebrew,  which  is, 
"  Like "  [so  R.V.  text  ;  but  "1  mostly  means  "  among,"  as 
R.V.  marg.]  "  the  profane  (or,  hypocrites)  mockers  in  feasts." 
The  LXX  has  taken  the  letter  l — the  preposition  here 
rendered  "like"  (or  "among") — as  the  first  letter  of  the 
verb  "  tempt,"  finding  the  rest  of  the  verb  in  the  first  two 
letters  of  the  Hebrew  for  "  profane  "  (or  "  hypocrites  ")." 

^  Ps.  XXXV.  16  iirelpaffdv  /te  €^e/j.vKTripi<T6.i>  /xf  ftvKrrjpifffibv. 

2  [466  (a)  a\  Ps.  XXXV.  i6(lit.)  "  Among  (-3)  profane  [men]  («Bjn)  mockers- 
for  ('jj;"?)  cake  (jiyo),"  i.e.  table-jesters.  If  the  Hebrew  is  not  corrupt,  the  LXX 
took  3  followed  by  m  as  :n3  "test,"  "try,"  "tempt."  This  is  generally  used  of 
God  "trying"  men ;  but  in  Ps.  xcv.  9,  Mai.  iii.  10  and  iii.  15,  it  is  used  of  men 
"  proving  "  or  "  tempting  "  God.  Also  the  LXX  took  jiyn  ("  cake  ")  as  a  repeti- 
tion of  jj;^  ("  mock  "), 

[466  (a)  b]  As  regards  the  word  »]jn,  rendered  by  R.V.  "profane,"  Gesen. 
Oxf.  gives  the  radical  meaning  as  "profane,"  but  adds  "  N.  H.  Hiph.  Aram. 
Aph.  act  falsely  toward  ;  nsun,  hypocrisy."  lt  = /j-ialvu  (3),  (povoKTovQ  (3),  dvofioi 
(.2),  do-e/Sijs  (5),  56Xos  (i),  wapdvofxai  (2),  viroKpiHii  (2).  The  LXX  renderings 
of  it  as  viroKpiT-fi^,  "hypocrite,"  are  in  Job  xxxiv.  30  (R.V.),  "that  the  godless 
man  reign  not,"  xxxvi.  13  "But  they  that  are  godless  in  heart  lay  up  anger." 
The  reader  will  perceive  that  the  word  might  cause  difficulty  to  translators  of  a 
Hebrew  Gospel.  Taking  it  in  its  Biblical  sense,  some  might  regard  it  as  meaning 
"defiled,"  "godless,"  "breakers  of  the  law,"  a  term  that  would  well  apply  to 
Herod  and  the  Herodians.     Josephus  testifies  [Ant.  xviii.  5.  2)  to  the  popular 
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* 

(v)   Similar  errors  apparently  in  the  Synoptists 

[466  (^)]  Compare  the  following  passages  : 

Mk.  xii.  15.  Mt  xxii.  18.  Lk.  xx.  23. 

•'  But  he  knowing          **  But    Jesus    per-  "  But  having  seen- 

their  hypocrisy   said      ceiving  their  wicked-  into  their  villainy  he 

to  them,  Why  tempt      ness  said,  Why  tempt  said  to  them.  Shew 

ye  me  ?   Bring  (449)      ye    me,   hypocrites  ?  (449)    me   a  dena- 

me  a  denarius."              Shew-forth  to  me  the  rius." 
coin  of  the  tribute." 

As  above  (365),  the  Hebrew  for  Mark's  "  know " 
might  be  "see  in"  {i.e.  "have  knowledge  in,  understanding 
in ").  Also  the  word  used  here  by  Delitzsch  to  represent 
"  hypocrisy "  is  the  same  as  that  used  in  the  Psalm  above 
quoted  about  "profane  mockers."  ^  But  this  would  give  in 
Mark  precisely  the  same  letters  (-1  followed  by  -yn)  which  in 
the  Psalm  have  induced  the  LXX  to  adopt  the  combination 
of  yni  {i.e.  \tvi)  as  meaning  "  tempt."  Again,  we  have  seen 
above  (459  (vi.))  that  "  see,"  in  this  sense,  has  been  confused 
with  the  familiar  word  "  say."  The  two  corruptions  of  "  see  " 
into  "  say,"  and  "  hypocrisy  "  into  "  tempt,"  would  result  in  a 
new  rendering,  "  he  said  .  .  ye  tempt."  This,  taken  inter- 
rogatively, and  conflated,  would  produce  something  very  like 
Mark's  version,  "  knowing  their  hypocrisy  he  said  Tempt  ye 
me  ?  "      Matthew's  differs  little  from  this.      Luke's  shorter 

belief  that  Herod  lay  under  God's  special  displeasure  for  the  murder  of  John  the 
Baptist.  Levy  (see  »)jn)  quotes  some  passages  that  use  the  word  of  "flattering" 
great  people  {e.g.  Agrippa),  but  others  that  apply  it  to  a  "godless"  king  {e.g. 
Ahasuerus),  and  others  that  apply  it  to  "heresy"  eg.  "In  every  place  where  in 
.Scripture  the  word  i]jn  occurs,  heresy  (worship  of  false  gods)  is  to  be  understood." 
Such  a  word  might  be  applied  by  the  common  people  to  Herod  as  "godless"  and 
to  the  Herodians  as  also  "  godless  "  (or  as  Herod's  "  flatterers  "),  by  the  Pharisees 
to  .Sadducees  as  "heretics,"  and  by  Jesus  to  the  Pharisees  as  being  the  true 
"  heretics." 

'  Mk.  xii.   15  "  their  hypocrisy,"  Delitzsch  cflBjn.     The  Temptation  by  Satan 
is  excluded  from  this  discussion  as  not  being  a  temptation  /y  men. 
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version  may  then  be  explained  by  the  supposition  that  he 
omitted  the  question  assigned  to  Jesus  as  being  based  on 
the  same  error  as  that  in  the  LXX.  Toward  the  close  of 
the  first  century,  when  the  LXX  was  being  studied  by  Jews 
and  Christians  under  stress  of  controversy,  it  was  inevitable 
that  attention  should  be  called  to  so  conspicuous  an  error  as 
that  of  the  unique  passage  in  the  LXX  describing  the 
"  tempting  "  of  the  Messiah  by  men.* 

[466  (7)]  Take  another  passage,  a  long  dialogue  about 
divorce,  where  Mark  and  Matthew  represent  Christ  as  being 
"  tempted "  by  Pharisees.  It  occurs  immediately  before 
Christ's  prohibition  of  divorce.  Mark  has  just  said  (x.  i) 
"  And  multitudes  come  together  unto  him  again  ;  and,  as  he 
was  wont,  he  taught  them  again."     Luke  omits  the  whole 

^  [466  (jS)  a]  Antecedently  it  is  probable  that  an  Evangelist,  finding  himself 
compelled — as  we  suppose  Luke  to  have  been — to  give  up  one  part  of  an  alleged 
Messianic  prediction,  would  fall  back  upon  another  part  of  the  context.  Ps. 
XXXV.  16,  the  same  verse  that  mentions  "profane"  (LXX  "tempt"),  mentions 
also  "mocking  {i^€tivKri)piffav)."  This  Greek  word  is  rare  in  the  Hebrew  LXX, 
occurring  only  thrice.  Once  it  is  used  of  the  Lord  "mocking"  evil-doers: 
once  in  the  Messianic  Psalm  (xxii.  7)  "  All  they  that  see  me  laugh  me  to  scorn 
[i^eiivK-Hipia&v  fue) :  they  shoot  out  the  lip,  they  shake  the  head,  [saying],  Commit 
thyself  unto  the  Lord  ;  let  him  deliver  him  .  .  ."  Everyone  admits  that  the 
Synoptists  had  this  passage  in  view  when  describing  the  mocking  of  Jesus  on  the 
Cross  :  and  there  Luke  alone  (Lk.  xxiii.  35)  uses  this  rare  word  (Mk.-Mt.  having 
"blaspheme").  It  occurs  oxAy  once  again]  in  N.T.  This  is  in  the  course  of  a 
number  of  parables  and  sayings  apparently  uttered  after  Jesus  (Lk.  xiv.  i)  "went 
into  the  house  of  one  of  the  rulers  of  the  Pharisees  on  a  sabbath  to  eat  bread"  so 
that  any  "mocking"  recorded  in  that  connection  might  be  supposed  to  take 
place  at  the  table  (comp.  Ps.  xxxv.  16  "mockers  for  cake,"  i.e.  "table-jesters" 
(466  (a)  a)).  If  the  Psalmist's  expression,  "  mockers  for  cake,"  implied  greedi- 
ness, it  would  be  unsuitable  for  Luke,  since  he  could  not  accuse  the  Pharisees  of 
being  "greedy"  of  food.  But  he  might  take  this  as  a  figurative  expression 
denoting  covetousness,  and  accordingly  he  says  (Lk.  xvi.  14)  "The  Pharisees, 
who  were  lovers  of  money,  heard  all  these  things,"  and  they  '^^  mocked  (i^t/jLVK- 
rijpi^ov) "  at  Christ.  We  find  then  that  iKiivK-nipi^etv  occurs  in  the  LXX  practically 
only  twice  (setting  aside  the  "mocking"  of  men  by  God),  and  in  N.T.  only 
twice ;  that  in  LXX  it  refers  on  both  occasions  to  the  mocking  of  the  Messiah  ; 
that  on  one  of  these  occasions  Luke  (xxiii.  35)  has  certainly  borrowed  it  in  that 
sense.  The  conclusion  must  be  regarded  as  highly  probable  that  on  the  other 
occasion  (xvi.  14)  Luke  is  also  borrowing  the  word  as  containing  a  Messianic 
allusion. 
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dialogue,  but    has   (four    verses    before    the    prohibition)   a 
mention  of  Pharisees  "  mocking  " — 


Mk.  X.  2. 

"  And        [[having 
come  -  to  [him] 

[some]  Pharisees]]  ^ 
began  to  question 
him,  if  it  is  [or.  Is 
it,  el]  lawful  for  a 
husband  (avZpL)  to 
put  away  a  wife 
{yuvaiKa),  tempting 
him." 


Mt  xix.  3. 

"  And  there  came- 
to  him  [some]  Phari- 
sees tempting  him  and 
saying,  Is  it(6t)  lawful 
[for  a  husband]  to 
put  away  his  wife  for 
every  cause  ?  " 


[Lk.  xvL  14.] 

"But  there  were 
hearing  all  these 
things  the  Pharisees 
being  lovers  of 
money  and  they 
mocked  him." 


If  the  doubly  bracketed  words  are  omitted  in  Mark,  we 
must  suppose  either  that  the  subject  is  impersonal  {^'■people 
began  to  question  "),  or  that  the  subject  is  "  they  "  referring 
to  the  "multitudes"  just  mentioned  by  him  (Mk.  x.  i).  A 
little  later  on,  Mark  has  (Mk.  x.  10)  "And  in  the  house 
again  the  disciples  began  to  question  him  about  this,"  which 
favours  the  view  that  the  disciples,  along  with  others,  had 
asked  the  question  before^  and  now  asked  it  "  again!'  But, 
if  so,  "  tempting  "  seems  inapplicable  to  what  was  apparently 
an  honest  inquiry  for  information,  and  Luke  might  naturally 
think  the  word  erroneous.  The  position  of  the  phrase 
"  tempting  him  "  in  Mark  (differing  as  it  does  from  that  in 
Matthew)  suggests  that  the  original  had  simply  "  And  they 
began  to  question  him,  Is  it  lawful  .  .  wife."  Some  later 
Evangelists  took  "  question,"  or  "  discuss  "  (om),  as  meaning 
"test,"  "tempt,"  and  inserted  the  latter  at  first  in  the 
margin,  and  afterwards  in  the  text,  but  in  different  positions. 
Mark  inserted  it  at  the  end  as  a  supplementary  explanation 
of  the  nature  of  the   "questioning."      Matthew   placed    it 

'  W.  H.  Inacket  "having  come-to  [him]  [some]  Pharisees"  as  possibly  an 
interpolation.     The  words  are  omitted  by  .SS. 
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earlier  and  substituted  it  for  "  question."      Luke  rejected  it 
as  an  error. 

[466  (S)]  Another  mention  of  "  tempting "  occurs  in 
Mark  in  connection  with  a  demand  for  a  sign  from  heaven- 
This,  like  the  last,  occurs  in  a  passage  wholly  omitted  by 
Luke.  But  Luke  inserts  a  similar  demand  just  after  the 
charge  of  "  casting  out  devils  by  Beelzebub,"  where  it  seems 
to  be  out  of  place. 


Mk.  viii.  II. 

"And  there  went- 
forth  the  Pharisees 
and  began  to  discuss- 
with  {(Tvv^rjrelv,  lit. 
seek-with)  him,  seek- 
ing (^7}TovpTe<;)  from 
him  a  sign  from 
heaven,  tempting 
him." 


Lk.  xi.  1 6. 

"But  others,  tempt- 
ing, began  to  seek 
from  him  a  sign  out 
of  heaven." 


Mt  xvi.  I. 

"  And  having- 
come-to  [him]  the 
[W.H.  bracket  "the"] 
Pharisees  and  Sad- 
ducees  (lit.)  ques- 
tioned {iirrfpwTf)- 
aav)  him  [about]  a 
sign  out  of  heaven  to 
shew  them."  * 

Comp.  Mt  xii.  38. 

"  Then  answered 
him  some  of  the 
scribes  and  Pharisees 
saying,  Teacher,  we 
desire  to  see  a  sign 
from  thee." 


This  indicates  that  Luke  accepted  a  tradition  that  a 
"sign"  was  asked  from  Jesus  by  some  who  "tempted" 
Him,  but  that  he  did  not  feel  sure  who  the  askers  were. 
Whence    this     doubt?      And    why    does     Matthew    insert 

^  [466  (5)  a]  There  is  no  instance  of  iirepuraf  with  inf.  meaning  "ask  a 
person  to  do"  either  in  LXX  or  N.T.,  and  L.S.  alleges  none  from  Greek 
literature.  In  Ps.  cxxxvii.  3  "  asked  us  songs,"  LXX  has  i,pdrn](jav  iffjut  \6yovt 
ifidwv  (K<:a  ART  iirtipihT-qaav).  'EwepuTdv,  besides  meaning  "consult  an  oracle," 
means  legal  questioning  (e.g.  "Do  you  acknowledge  this  debt?")  (456  (ii)  a). 
The  English  rendering  of  Mt.  xvi.  i  above  aims  at  shewing  the  difficulty  of  the 
construction. 
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"  Sadducee  "  and  leave  out  "  tempt  "  ? 
shall  try  to  answer  in  what  follows. 


These  questions  we 


(vi)  "  Temptl'  ''Herod"  ''  Sadducees"  "hypocrisy" 

[466  (e)]  It  is  intelligible  that  difference  of  opinion  may 
have  arisen  if  conflated  traditions  connected  the  "  tempting  " 
of  Jesus  with  the  term  Chdnaph,  applied  by  some  (466  (a)  b) 
to  the  Pharisees,  as  being  "  hypocrites,"  but  by  others  to 
Sadducees  as  being  "  breakers  of  the  Law,"  and  by  others 
still  more  appropriately  to  the  Herodians  as  being  "  profane  " 
and  "  godless."     As  an  illustration  of  this,  compare  : — 


Mk.  viii.  15. 

"  See,  beware  of 
the  leaven  of  the 
Pharisees  and  the 
leaven  oi  Herod  " 


Mt.  xvi.  6. 

"  See  and  take 
heed  of  the  leaven 
of  the  Pharisees  and 
Sadducees. " 


Lk.  xii.  I. 

"  Take    heed  to 

yourselves      of  the 

leaven,      which  is 

hypocrisy,      of  the 
Pharisees."  ^ 


*  [466  (e)  a]  SS  agrees  with  D  and  with  Tisch.  (against  W.  H.)  in  reading 
"  of  the  Pharisees,  which  is  hypocrisy." 

If  "  Herod  "  was  called  by  the  Galilaean  Church  "the  Chdnaph"  and  if  this  was 
rendered  by  some  "hypocrite"  or  "act  hypocritically,"  then  we  might  expect 
"Herodians"  in  one  Gospel  to  be  parallel  to  the  verb  "act  hypocritically"  or 
"pretend  (vTroKpLvecdan)"  in  another.     Compare: — 

Mk.  xii.  13.  Mt.  xxii.  i6. 

"They  send  unto  him  "They  [i.e.  the  Phari- 

some    of    the    Pharisees       sees]  send  to   him  their 
and  the  Herodians."  disciples  with  the  Herodi- 

ans." 


[466  (e)  b\  The  only  other  passage  mentioning  "  the 


Mk.  iii.  6. 
'  And     having 


Mt.  xii.  14. 
'  But      having 


gone 
forth  the  Pharisees 
straightway  with  the 
Herodians  began  to  ap- 
point {jtiliow)  a  joint- 
council  (a-VM^otyXtof) 
.against  him  in  order  that 
they  might  destroy  him." 

Here  an  original  "men  of  profanity  (or,  hypocrisy)"  may  have  been  taken  by 
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gone 

forth  the  Pharisees  took 
{fka.^ov)  joint  •  counsel 
((Tv/x/SoiyXtov)  against  him 
in  order  that  they  might 
destroy  him." 


Lk.  XX.  20. 
"They     sent     [spies] 
(i-iKtt.diTOv%)     pretending 
{viropi»o/ji4vovi)         them- 
selves to  be  righteous." 

Herodians"  is : — 
Lk.  vi.  II. 
"But  they  {airrol  Si) 
were  filled  with  madness 
(iirXi/lffdifaai'  dyolai)  and 
began  to  talk  to  one 
another  what  they  should 
do  to  Jesus." 


[466]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


[466  (f)]  We  infer  from  the  last  paragraph  that  in  the 
tradition  about  the  demand  for  a  sign  from  heaven  (466)  (S), 
the  text  varied  between  "  tempting "  and  "  with  profane 
persons."  Matthew  took  it  as  the  latter,  and  considered 
it  to  mean  "  with  the  Sadducees,"  whom  he  supposes  to 
have  accompanied  the  Pharisees.  He  therefore  inserted 
"  Sadducees  "  and  omitted  "  tempt"  Luke  adopted  "  tempt," 
but,  finding  the  personality  of  the  tempters  obscure,  left  it 
an  open  question  under  the  term  "others." 

Mk.  as  meaning  "  Herodians."  Mt.  may  have  regarded  it  as  a  mere  epithet  of 
Pharisees  ("the  Pharisees,  and,  i.e.  even,  the  h)rpocrites")  and  may  consequently 
have  omitted  it.  Lk.  may  have  rendered  it  "profanity."  The  Biblical  Hebrew 
(Job  xvi.  lo)  "  filled  themselves  against"  i.e.  "gathered  themselves  in  a  council 
against"  may  have  been  taken  by  Lk.  as  the  New  Hebrew  (Esth.  v.  5,  9 ;  Dan. 
iii.  19)  "  were  filled  with."  Thus  Mk.  's  "  there  gathered  together  the  I  Icrodians  " 
would  become  Lk.'s  "they  were  filled  with  profanity,"  which  is  often  described  as 
"folly"  or  "madness."  Or  "profanity"  m.ay  have  been  originally  ivofda.^, 
changed  by  Greek  corruption  (comp.  i  K.  viii.  32,  Dan.  xii.  10,  Job  xxxiii.  23) 
into  avola^.  But  the  latter  is  used  in  2  Tim.  iii.  9  concerning  men  "corrupted  in 
mind." 

[466  (e)  c}  The  question  is  important,  because  it  bears  on  Christ's  use  of  the 
word  "hypocrite."  Mark  uses  it  only  once  (Mk.  vii.  6)  "Well  prophesied  Isaiah 
concerning  you,  the  hypocrites."  Now  Isaiah  does  not  expressly  say  of  the 
prophets  and  priests  as  Jeremiah  does  (xxiii.  11),  that  they  are  "profane 
( Chdnaph) "  ;  but  against  the  Pharisees,  who  did  not  claim  to  be  prophets  or 
priests,  Isaiah's  prophecy  might  be  quoted  (Is,  ix.  16,  17)  "They  that  lead  this 
people  cause  them  to  err  .  .  .  every  one  is  profane"  so  that  the  Assyrian,  as  the 
instrument  of  God's  wrath,  is  to  be  sent  against  this  {ib.  x.  6)  "profane  nation." 
The  meaning  is,  that  the  teachers  of  Israel  are  "  profane"  in  the  sense  of  "un- 
godly," " practically  atheistic,"  "defiled,  or  corrupted,  to  the  very  soul."  What 
is  commonly  meant  by  "hypocrite"  is  one  who  has  a  sense  of,  and  simulates, 
virtue.  But  Jesus  may  have  meant  one  who  had  no  seme  of  real  virtue,  being 
blind  to  it.  Similarly  Bacon  says  that  the  r^a/ atheists,  or,  as  he  calls  it,  "the 
great  atheists"  are  hypocrites,  who  are  "ever  handling  holy  things,  but  without 
feeling,  so  as  they  must  needs  be  cauterized  in  the  end  "  (Essays,  xvi.  60). 

It  is  noteworthy  that  Lk.  never  uses  the  word  "hypocrite"  in  the  Triple 
Tradition.  In  the  Double  Tradition  he  has  it  twice,  Lk.  vi.  42  (where  Mt.  has  it) 
and  Lk.  xii.  56  (where  the  parall.  Mt.  xvi.  3  is  bracketed  as  doubtful  by  W.  H.). 
He  has  it  once  in  his  Single  Tradition  (Lk.  xiii.  15).  In  the  parall.  to  ML  xxiv. 
51  "he  shall  appoint  his  portion  with  the  hypocrites,"  Lk.  xii.  46  has  "with  the 
unbelievers  {airlaruv)."  The  Fourth  Gospel  never  mentions  either  "hyjwcrite" 
or  "hypocrisy." 


202 


OF  MARK  [466] 


(vii)  "  Laivyer  " 

[466  (7;)]  Now  going  back  to  (462)  the  description  of 
the  "tempting"  of  Jesus,  we  have  to  note  that  here  alone 
does  Matthew  use  the  word  "  lawyer  {vofiLKos:)"  It  is 
generally  supposed  to  be  a  term  that  lays  stress  on  the 
teaching  of  the  Law,  whereas  "  scribe "  means,  literally,  "  a 
lettered  person,"  and  might  be  taken  to  mean  (especially  by 
Greeks)  a  mere  "  writer  "  of  the  Law.  But  no  commentator 
has  alleged  a  Hebrew  word  exactly  corresponding  to  the 
Greek  one.^ 

A  comment  on  the  Pauline  mention  of  "  the  wise,"  "  the 
scribe,"  and  "  the  disputer,"  gives  a  Jewish  tradition  saying 
that  God  shewed  to  Adam  every  generation  with  its  "  dis- 
puters,"  its  "  wise,"  its  "  scribes,"  and  its  "  rulers."  ^  In  the 
Mishna,  the  word  "  scribes  "  is  only  used  of  the  teachers  of 
antiquity  :  contemporary  scribes  are  called  "  wise."  ^  These 
various  titles  of  teachers  may  explain  how  divergences  might 
arise  among  Evangelists  in  speaking  of  them.  Different 
Hebrew  words  might  be  chosen,  beside  the  possibility  of 
rendering  the  same  Hebrew  word  by  different  Greek  words. 

One  title  for  "  teacher,"  found  in  the  Chronicles  and 
Ezra,  and   likely  to   be    used   by  an   Evangelist  writing  in 

'  [466  (»?)  o\  Matthew,  grouping  together  Christ's  condemnations  of  the 
"Scribes  and  Pharisees,  hypocrites,"  begins  with  a  charge  that  (Mt.  xxiii.  4) 
"  they  bind  heavy  burdens  "  on  men,  which  they  will  not  move  with  their  finger. 
Luke,  after  mentioning  some  of  Christ's  charges  against  the  Pharisees,  adds  (Lk. 
xj.  45-6)  "But  one  of  the  lawyers  answering  said.  Teacher,  saying  these  things, 
thou  dost  insult  us  also  (ica2  ^/uit).  But  he  said,  To  you,  also  {koI  vfwt),  the  laiuyers, 
woe,  for  ye  lade  men  with  burdens  grievous  to  be  borne  ..."  This  seems  to 
imply  a  different  class;  and  Hor.  Hebr.  (iii.  p,  125)  s-iys,  "It  is  not  easy  to 
give  the  reason  why  he  is  termed  a  lawyer  and  not  a  scribe."  In  many  respects 
"priests"  would  be  more  suitable  than  "lawyers"  here.  For  the  priests — 
apart  from  the  aristocratic  families  of  high-priests  who  were  mostly  .Sadducees 
— were  held  in  reverence  by  the  Pharisees,  and  were  allowed  prcdecence  by  them  ; 
and  there  was  (SchUrer,  Eng.  Tr.  ll.  ii.  p.  30)  "a  large  number  of  priests  who 
themselves  belonged  to  the  Rabbinical  class."     See  466  {'7)  <"• 

'^  Hor.  Hebr.  on  i  C<>r.  i.  20.  *  Schurer,  II.  i.  p.  3 1 4. 
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Biblical  Hebrew,  is  derived  from  the  root  "  understand  "  and 
means  literally  "one  that  makes  [others]  intelligent,"  But 
it  is  capable  of  an  emphatic  instead  of  a  causative  meaning, 
so  that  it  may  signify  "  intelligent,"  and  it  is  sometimes  so 
taken  by  LXX,  and  by  R.V.,  where  other  authorities  take 
it  to  mean  "  teacher."  *  The  root  (pi)  is  confused  in  Job 
with  the  Hebrew  (|m)  for  the  word  "tempt,"  used  here  by 
Matthew  and  Luke  alone,  and  in  Daniel  with  the  Hebrew 
(Nil)  for  the  word  "approach,"  used  here  by  Mark  alone." 
This  word  (pi),  meaning  "discreet,"  might  also  account  for 
Mark's  tradition  that  the  man  answered  "discreetly,"  and 
generally  for  Mark's  favourable  view  of  him.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  "  discreetly  "  may  represent  an  original  "  wisely  "; 
and  it  has  been  shewn  that  there  may  have  been  a  con- 
fusion (462)  between  "  muzzle  "  and  "  wise  "  (oon  and  DDn). 
Amid  great  uncertainty  of  detail,  it  is  highly  probable 
that  some  very  early  doubt  as  to  the  status  of  this  inter- 
locutor with  Jesus  concerning  the  Great  Commandment 
caused  Evangelists  to  resort  to  different  terms  such  as  (a) 
"  disputant,"  ^  (d)  "  teacher  "  (lit.  "  making-intelligent  ")*  and 

1  The  root  is  j-a.  Err.  viii.  i6  R.V.  txt.  "teachers,"  but  marg.  and  A.V. 
"(men  of)  understanding,"  and  so  LXX  (Ezr.  viii.  i6  ffwi6vTat,  I  Esdr.  viii.  43 
ixtrri/lfiovas),  i  Chr.  xxv.  8  "teachers,"  LXX  "perfect  (TeXe/wi-)." 

In  I  Chr.  XV.  22,  xxv.  7,  xxvii.  32,  R.V.  has  "skilful"  or  "man  of  under- 
standing," but  Gesen.  Oxf.  "teacher." 

-  Job  xxxiv.  36  "were  tried  {i.e.  tested)"  (jna),  udOt  (leg.  pa),  Dan.  ix.  22 
"  and  he  instructed  me,"  Theod.  avvinffe  (pa),  LXX  7rpoffr}\0e  (leg.  K13). 

^  [466  (v)  b]  The  Arabic  Diatessaron,  instead  of  "one  of  the  scribes,  having 
heard  them  disputing,''  has  "  one  of  the  scribes  of  those  that  knew  the  Law."  This 
represents  Mt.-Lk.'s  "lawyer."  But  the  fact  that  the  Diatessaron  omits  "having 
heard  them  disputing  " — though  it  would  have  been  quite  easy  to  incorporate  the 
words  in  the  Harmony— suggests  that  the  Harmonizer  believed  the  omitted  words 
to  mean  "a  Disputant,"  or  "Lawyer." 

*  [466  (17)  c\  In  2  K.  xi.  9  "  the  priest  (pan),"  LXX  has  vvverbit,  suggesting 
that  it  read  paon  ="  teacher  "  or  "man  of  understanding,"  and  in  i  Esdr.  ix.  40, 
"  priests  (Zepetj)  "  represents  the  parall.  Nehem.  viii.  2  "  had  understanding."  In 
Lk.  x.  25  f.  the  parable  about  the  Good  Samaritan,  who  surpassed  in  righteous- 
ness both  the  Levite  and  the  Priest,  is  addressed  to  a  "lawyer,"  but  it  would 
come  with  much  more  appropriateness  if  addressed  to  a  "  priest."    .See  466  (i?)  a. 
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perhaps    also    {c)    "  wise."     These    various    readings,  being 
corrupted,  have  produced  serious  divergences. 

The  independent  departure  of  Matthew  and  Luke  from 
Mark  combines  with  many  indications  of  conflation  in  the 
latter  to  indicate  that  Mark's  narrative  must  be  regarded 
as  corrupt.^ 

'  [466  ('?)«?].  It  may  be  urged  that  "tempting"  is  out  of  the  question 
because,  according  to  Mk.  xii.  34,  Jesus  says  to  the  man,  "Thou  art  not  far  from 
the  kingdom  of  God."  But  is  not  this  a  strange  reply  for  Jesus  to  make  to  a  man 
who  merely  repeats  the  quotation  from  Deuteronomy,  with  an  added  allusion  to 
the  passages  of  Scripture  (i  S.  xv.  22,  Prov.  xxi.  3,  Ps.  1.  23,  li.  16,  17,  Ixix.  31, 
Hos.  vi.  6,  Is.  i.  II,  Amos  v.  22)  that  describe  the  superiority  of  goodness,  or  of 
piety,  or  of  obedience,  to  sacrifice — an  answer  that  might  have  been  made  by  any 
hypocritical  Jew  professing  to  be  religious?  According  to  Lk.  x.  28  Jesus  says 
something  quite  different : — "  Do  this  and  thou  shalt  live."  And  Mk.  exhibits 
so  many  signs  of  corruption  and  error  in  the  context  that  he  may  be  wrong  here 
also.  Probably  Mk.  has  preserved  the  original  words  "far  from,"  but  in  a 
wrong  construction,  as  follows. 

Jesus  has  been  quoting,  and  the  "lawyer"  has  been  repeating,  the  command- 
ment that  includes  the  theory  of  the  Law.  Now  in  a  well-known  and  often- 
quoted  passage,  a  final  mention  of  the  theory  is  closely  followed  by  a  mention 
of  the  practice,  and  introduced  with  the  words  "far  off"  (Deut.  xxx.  10,  ll) 
"...  if  thou  turn  unto  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thine  heart  and  with  all  thy 
soul.  For  this  commandment  ...  it  is  not  too  hard  for  thee  ("po),  neither  is  it 
far  offy'  lit.  "  far  off  [is]  it  (ki,t  npm),"  where  the  LXX  has  "  it  is  not  burdensome, 
nc\\.\\er\\s'\i\  far  from  thee."  These  words  are  intended  to  enjoin  doing  instead 
of  talking;  and  the  passage  continues  (Deut.  xxx,  14)  "the  word  is  very  nigh 
unto  thee  in  thy  mouth  and  in  thy  heart  that  thou  mayest  do  it." 

If  Mk.'s  original,  condensing  the  Deuteronomic  passage,  had  "not  far  from 
thee  [is]  it,"  i.e.  Kin  730  npm  kS,  it  only  needed  a  slight  change  in  the  last  two 
words  to  obtain  "  not  far-off  [is  the]  kingdom  (niSao,  written  as  naVoo)."  Comp. 
I  K.  ix.  26  "the  king  (-;SDn)"  =  2  Chr.  viii.  17  "went  hVn)."  "From  thee" 
would  be  readily  supplied,  and  this  might  be  paraphrased  and  amplified  into, 
"  Thou  art  not  far  from  the  kingdom  of  God." 

Xow  in  answer  to  a  verbose  inquirer  as  to  the  Great  Commandment  it  is  very 
natural  that  Jesus  should  reply  briefly — with  allusion  to  Deut.  xxx.  11 — "  A'i?/  far 
from  thee  [is]  it,"  meaning,  "  This  is  a  matter  of  everyday  practice,  not  of  talk," 
or,  "  Go,  then,  and  do  this,  for  you  need  not  go  far."  But,  if  so,  Mk.  has  com- 
pletely misrepresented  Christ's  words.  On  the  other  hand  Lk. — especially  if  we 
bear  in  mind  that  the  Deuteronomic  words  are  followed  by  a  promise  of  "life" 
(Deut.  xxx.  16  "that  thou  mayest  live") — substantially  expresses  the  meaning 
both  here  ("  Do  this  and  thou  shalt  live")  and  also  in  the  words  that  he  appends 
to  the  illustrative  parable  that  follows  (Lk.  x.  37)  "  Go,  and  do  thou  likewise." 

The  obscurity  of  the  original  might  explain  why  Mt.  gives  no  version  of  it. 
But  it  is  possible  that  Mt.  may  have  dropped  a  letter  from  Kin  npn(n)  the  two  last 
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(viii)  (Mk.)  ''first .  .  .  of  a//,"  {Mt.)  ''great .  .  .  in  t/u  law;* 
{Lk.)  "  in  the  lazv  ivhat  is  tvritten  ?  " 

[467]  It  was  shewn  above  (429)  that — in  describing 
the  discussion  of  the  question  "  Who  is  the  greater  ? " — 
Mark  used  the  word  "  first "  as  a  free  translation  of  the 
Hebrew  "great"  applied  to  "first-born."  So  here,  the 
Original  was  "  great  in  the  Law,"  but  Mark  uses  "  first "  to 
denote  the  Hebraic  "  great,"  />.  "  greatest,"  that  which  comes 
first  in  honour,*  or,  as  the  Arabic  Diatessaron  says,  in  the 
English  translation,  "  the  great  and  pre-eminent  command- 
ment." He  also  paraphrases  "  in  the  Law  "  by  the  phrase 
"  of  all,"  meaning  of  all  the  enactments  of  the  Law.  But 
he  has  expressed  it  ungrammatically.  He  might  have  said 
"  (a^)  first  (fem.)  of  all  the  commandments  (fem.),"  or  "  (a,) 
coming-first-before  all  things  (neut.)."  But  he  has  fused  the 
two. 

(ix)  "  Ra6  "  meaning  "great"  confused  with  "  Rab "  meaning 

"Rabbi" 

[468]  On  account  of  Mark's  inaccuracy,  later  Evangelists 
followed  a  correction  that  returned  to  the  original  Hebrew 
"  in  the  Law " ;  and,  so  far,  Matthew  and  Luke  agreed. 
But  they  differed  in  the  following  details.  The  word  Rdb 
means  "  great,"  but  it  also  means  "  Rabbi."  Matthew  con- 
flated it  in  his  version  :  "  Rabbi,  what  commandment  [is] 
great  in  the  law  ?  "  But  Luke  found  a  tradition  that  took 
Rdb  as  meaning  "  Rabbi "  and  nothing  else,  so  that  it  left  a 
gap,  "Rabbi,  what  commandment  [  ]  in  the  Law?" 
This  might  be  interpreted  "  what  is  commanded  in  the  Law 

words  of  the  Deuteronomic  quotation,  thus  obtaining  "  The  Law  [consists  in] 
this,"  which  he  paraphrased  as  "On  these  two  commandments  the  whole  Law 
hangs,  and  the  prophets." 

^  The  Jews  were  also  in  the  habit  of  distinguishing  the  "light "  precepts  from 
the  •'  heavy"  precepts :  but  this  was  not  the  scribe's  question. 
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[/>.  for  the  inheritance  of  eternal  life]  ? "  or  else,  "  what  is 
prescribed,  or  written,  in  the  Law?"  and  Luke  combines 
these  interpretations.^ 

(x)  Did  Jesus ^  or  tJie  lawyer^  quote  the  words  "  Thou  shalt 
love  the  Lord  "  ? 

[469]  Luke  alone,  against  Mark  and  Matthew,  repre- 
sents the  lawyer,  and  not  Jesus,  as  quoting  these  words 
(Lk.  X.  26,  27)  :  "  But  he  (Jesus)  said  unto  him,  '  In  the  law 
what  is  written  ?  How  readest  thou  ? '  But  he  answering 
said,  '  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord.  .  .   '" 

The  explanation  is  as  follows.  The  question  "  How 
readest  thou  ? "  was  commonly  used  by  a  Rabbi  to  introduce 
a  Scriptural  quotation  that  he  himself  was  about  to  use.  This 
was  in  the  original  Hebrew  and  was  omitted  by  Mark  as 
being  a  mere  sign  of  quotation.  Luke,  who  alone  preserves 
the  question,  very  naturally  supposes  that  it  expected  an 
answer  from  the  person  addressed^  that  is,  from  the  lawyer, 
and  consequently  that  the  lawyer  uttered  the  words  "Thou 
shalt  love  the  Lord "  in  answer  to  the  question,  "  How 
readest  thou  ?  "  ^ 

On  this  hypothesis,  we  can  also  explain  why  Mark 
represents    the    scribe    as    repeating    the    quotation,    while 

*  It  is  also  possible  that  the  Original  had  simply,  •'  what  in  the  law  [is]  great 
(an)?"  Mark  (followed  by  Mt.)  may  have  supplied  "commandment."  This 
short  form — especially  if  it  was  taken  to  mean  '•  what  [is]  in  the  Law,  Kabbi  ?  " 
— would  very  well  explain  Luke's  conflation,  "  (aj)  In  the  Law  what  is  written  ? 
(flj)  How  readest  thou  ?  "  Schbttg.  on  Mt.  xxii.  36  (vol.  i.  p.  183)  gives  an  instance 
of  the  application  of  "  great  "  to  precepts,  though  "  heavy  "  is  more  common. 

"  [469<»]  See  Hot.  Hebr.  (on  Lk.  x.  26),  which  gives  several  instances  of  "  How 
readest  thou?"  "an  expression  very  common  in  the  Schools  when  any  person 
brought  a  text  of  Scripture  for  the  proof  of  anything."  Hor,  Heb.  assumes  that 
Lk.  is  historically  correct,  but  admits  a  "departure"  from  common  usage  :  "  He 
(Jesus)  departs  from  their  common  use  of  speech^  in  that  he  calls  to  another  to 
all^e  some  text  of  Scripture ;  whereas  it  was  usual  in  the  Schools  that  he  that 
spoke  that  (1.*.  this  formula)  would  allege  some  place  (Ji.e.  text)  himself."  It 
seems  more  probable  that  there  was  no  "  departure,"  but  that  Lk.  fell  into  a  very 
natural  error. 
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Matthew  does  not.  Mark  probably  conflated  the  correct 
tradition,  that  Jesus  uttered  the  quotation,  with  an  incorrect 
one,  that  it  was  uttered  by  the  scribe,  making  the  scribe's 
utterance  a  repetition  of  Christ's,  and  adding  to  the  text 
some  marginal  comment  (about  "  burnt-offerings ")  without 
which  the  repetition  would  have  been  meaningless.  In 
the  Original,  it  is  probable  that  Jesus  alone  quoted  the 
Deuteronomic  precept,  adding  two  or  three  words — wholly 
misrepresented  by  Mark  and  almost  as  much  by  Matthew 
(466  (rj)  d) — to  the  effect  that  the  precept  must  be  fulfilled 
in  daily  practice. 

§  59.  {ML)  "in  his  teaching;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  '' discipUs" 

Mk.  xii.  37,  38.  Mt  xxiii.  i.  Lk.  xx.  45. 

"And  the  common  "Then  Jesus  spake  "  And  in  the  hear- 

people     heard     him  to  the  multitudes  and  ing  of  all  the  people 

gladly,    and    in    his  to  his  disciples   say-  he  said  to   the  dis- 

teaching  he  said."  ing."  ciples" 

(i)  {Mk.)  '' teaching:'  {Lk.)  ''hearing" 

[470]  To  express  a  prophetic  "  message,"  Hebrew  may 
use  the  noun  "  hearing,"  as  in  Isaiah,  "  Who  hath  believed 
our  message  ? "  which  St  Paul,  following  the  Septuagint, 
quotes  as  "Who  hath  believed  our  /tearing}**^  In  the 
present  passage,  if  the  original  was  "  in  his  hearing"  i.e. 
preaching,  and  if  it  was  interpreted  "  hearing,"  it  would 
seem  necessary,  for  Greeks,  to  alter  "  his "  to  "  their." 
"  Disciples,"  "  multitudes,"  or  "  people,"  would  then  need  to 
be  added  to  express  who  were  *'  hearing."  The  correction, 
adopted  in  different  forms  by  Matthew  and  Luke,  may  have 
taken  place  either  in  a  Hebrew  or  in  a  Greek  original.'^ 

1  Rom.  X.  16  (also  Jn.  xii.  38)  quoting  Is.  liii.  i  (unjror^  from  yao  "hear") 
t/j  iirlarevae  ry  d(Co5j  i]iJ.Qi> ; 

^  If  the  original  was  ev  rq  aKot)  avrov,  it  would  be  very  natural  to  regard  aytoy 
as  an  error  for  d^yrd- 
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(ii)  {Mk.)  "  the  common  people  " 

Both  in  Hebrew  and  in  Greek  "  the  people  the  many  " 
might  be  easily  taken  as  "  the  people  [with  Jesus]  and  the 
many,"  so  as  to  mean  two  classes  ;  and  this  view  —  in 
different  ways — may  have  been  taken  by  Matthew  and 
Luke.  But  it  is  also  possible  that  the  Corrector  may  have 
taken  "  his  teaching "  to  be  "  his  taught  ones,"  i.e.  "  his 
disciples,"  an  easy  confusion  in  Hebrew,  but  not  in  Greek. 

(iii)  {Mk^  "  heard  him  gladly  " 

The  later  Evangelists  would  certainly  not  have  omitted 
an  authoritative  statement  that  the  people  "  heard  Jesus 
gladly."  The  original  was,  "  the  common  people  heard  him 
and  rejoiced  ('nn"'"i)."  But  this  word  closely  resembles  the 
word  *mn"'  'together " :  and  the  words  are  at  least  twice 
confused  by  the  Septuagint.^  Matthew  and  Luke,  adopting 
the  latter  rendering,  describe  Jesus  as,  in  effect,  addressing 
two  classes  of  hearers  "  together "  —  which  Codex  Bezae 
reads} 

§  60.    Walking  "  in  robes  " 

Mk.  xii.  38.  Mt  xxiii.  5-7.  Lk.  xx,  46. 

"...    who    like  "...  and     they  "...  who  like  to 

to    walk     about    in      enlarge  their  borders,      walk  about  in  robes 
robes  and  salutations      But    they    love  .  .  .      and  love  salutations." 
.  .  .  and  chief  seats."     and   the  chief  seats 
.  .  .  and  the  saluta- 
tions." 

*  Job  iii.  6  "  rejoice  (in'  from  mn) "  (marg.  "  be  joined  with  "  leg.  as  from  Tn')» 
Ps.  Ixxxvi.  II  "unite  (nn')"  edtppavd^rw  (leg.  as  from  mn). 

'  [470<»]  In  Mk.  xii.  38,  Dreads  0  Se  SidaaKwv  oyno  (lit.  "teaching  togetfur"). 
In  classical  Greek,  this  should  mean  "  at  the  moment  of  teaching."     But,  if  thus 
rendered,  it  would  be  quite  superfluous.     On  the  other  hand  4/iia  =  nn'  35  times. 
Jt  is  probabU  that  D  is  htr«  following  a  tradition  that  substituted  vnxx*/or  nrn. 
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(i)  'Uove" 

[471]  The  coupling  of  "to  walk"  with  "salutations,"  as 
objects  of  "  like,"  is  as  harsh  in  Greek  as  in  English,  and  is 
naturally  corrected  in  the  edition  followed  by  Luke :  "  like 
to  walk,  and  love  salutations."  Matthew  prefers  to  retain 
one  verb  and  to  drop  the  infinitive  here  (though  he  has  an 
infinitive  in  the  following  verse).  This  is  one  of  many 
passages  where  the  harshness  of  Mark's  style  makes  it 
probable  that  his  Gospel  was  the  earliest  and  was  corrected 
by  later  Evangelists. 

(ii)  "  robes  " 

[472]  It  has  been  shewn  above  (388)  that  "border" 
might  be  taken  as  "  garment,"  and  that  Mark  rendered  it  so, 
where  Matthew  and  Luke  rendered  it  "  border  of  the  garment." 
According  to  Mark's  rendering  here,  the  fault  of  the  Pharisees 
consisted  in  wearing  "  (long)  rodes,"  a  fault  frequently  censured 
by  Roman  writers.  Wetstein  illustrates  this  passage  by  one 
from  Marcus  Aurelius,  using  this  very  phrase,  "  do  not  walk 
about  in  a  [long]  rode  at  home."  The  phrase  "  walk  in," 
meaning  "  shew  off,"  is  used  by  Epictetus  when  he  reproves 
the  practice  of  "  walking  about  in  purple " :  and  Horace 
satirizes  the  upstart  who  "  struts  about  in  a  toga  six  ells 
long."  ^  To  "  walk  in  robes,"  then,  would  be  an  expression 
very  familiar  to  the  Roman  readers  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel  ; 
but  it  is  not  what  the  Original  meant — viz.  the  enlarging  of 
the  "  borders "  or  rather  "  fringes "  ordained  by  the  Law.* 
There  are  grounds  for  thinking  that  in  other  details  of  the 
context,  as  well  as  in  this,  Mark  is  less  faithful  than  Matthew 
to  the  Original.^ 

^  Epictet.  iii.  32.  10,  Hor.  £pod.  iv.  8. 

^  Numb.  XV.  38,  Deut.  xxii.  12.  Dr.  J.  B.  Mayor  calls  to  my  attention  Euseh. 
Praep.  Evang.  viii.  9.  16,  where  irepi^oXaiuv  —  which  would  generally  mean, 
and  perhaps  may  there  mean,  "clothing" — "seems  to  be  used  for  phylacteries.'' 

'  [472«]  In  the  context,  Mark's  (Mk.  xii.  40  sim.  Lk.  xx.  47)  "  making  long 
prayers  "  is  a  not  unlikely  mistranslation  of  a  Heb.  original  correctly  rendered  by 
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[473] 


§  6 1 .    The  reply  of  Jesus  to  Judas 


Mk.  xiv.  44,  45. 

"  Now  he  that 
(lit.)  betrayeth  him 
.  .  .  And  having 
come  straightway 
having  come-to  him 
he  saith,  '  Rabbi,' 
and  kissed  him." 


Lk.  xxii.  47,  48. 

"  And  he  drew- 
nigh  to  Jesus  to  kiss 
him.  But  Jesus  said 
to  him.  With  a  kiss 
betrayest  thou  the 
Son  of  man  ?  " 


Mt  xxvi.  48—50. 

"  Now  he  that 
(lit.)  betrayeth  him 
.  .  .  And  straight- 
way having  come-to 
Jesus,  he  said, '  Hail, 
Rabbi '  and  kissed 
him.  But  Jesus  said 
to  him,  'Companion, 
to  [that  to]  which 
thou  art  come, 
[hasten].' " 

[473]  The   silence  of  Mark  and   John,   and    the  great 

Matthew  "  making-broad  Tephillin  (or,  phylacteries)^''  since  the  word  also  means 
"  prayers." 

[472*^]  As  regards  Matthew's  last  detail,  namely,  "and  to  be  called  .  .  . 
Rabbi,"  it  must  be  noted  that  Codex  D  and  SS  repeat  "  Rabbi,"  and  probably 
the  Original  was  "...  and  that  there  shall  be  called  to  them  Rabbi,  Rabbi." 
But  (i)  "there  shall  be  called"  may  easily  be  read  as  "there  shall  befall^''  and  (ii) 
"  Rabbi"  as  *^  judgment"  ox  *'  condemnation."  And  the  twofold  repetition  might 
be  taken  to  mean  *^  double  condemnation."  This  might  be  paraphrased  by  Mark 
"  they  shall  receive  more  abundant  condemnation." 

[472'']  There  is  a  frequent  precedent  for  (i)  the  former  error  in  the  LXX, 
which  often  confuses  nip,  "call,"  and  mp,  "befall."  Indeed  in  Prov.,  whenever 
(ix.  18,  xii.  23,  xxiv.  S)  avfavrq.v  (" befall ")  occurs,  it  =  Heb.  "call."  See  also 
Prov.  XX.  6  (R.V.  txt.)  "proclaim,"  (marg.)  "meet,"  xxvii.  16  (R.V.  txt.)  "en- 
countereth,"  (marg.)  "bewrayeth  itself."  Again,  (ii)  Kb  meaning  "great," 
"multitude,"  "mighty,"  etc.,  is  confused  with  Rb  meaning  "cause,"  or  "con- 
tend" in  Ex.  xxiii.  2,  "in  a  cause  {Tr\-fidov%)"  Is.  xix.  20,  Ixiii.  i.  In  Deut. 
xxxiii.  7,  R.V.  offers  " sufficient "  as  a  marg.  alternative  for  "contended."  In 
Is.  xlv.  9,  "him  that  striveth "  = /3f XTto**,  i.e.  "strong[er]  [than]."  "Judging 
judging" — since  duplication  often  implies  emphasis  in  the  prophets  (tf.^.  Is.  xlviii. 
11) — Mark  might  regard  as  meaning  ^*  two-fold,  i.e.  a^z/wfa;//,  judging." 

If  this  explanation  is  correct,  Mark  is  wrong,  even  on  the  supposition  that  he 
read  an  for  y^.  For  an  does  not  mean  "judge,"  but  "plead,  or  contend  [for,  or, 
against]."  But  Mark  may  have  erred  in  company  with  the  LXX,  as  in  Job  x.  2 
"thou  cotUendest-with  (i.e.  against)  me,"  LXX  "  \.\io\i  judgest  (fxpufat)  me," 
Is.  Ii.  22  " pleadetA-the-cause-o/ his  people,"  LXX  '* judging  (Kplrwy)  his  people." 
In  Jerem.  Ii.  36  (lit.)  "I  will  contend  thy  contention,"  i.e.  "plead  thy  cause," 
LXX  has  "  I  vtill  judge  (•r/xj'w)  thine  adversary." 
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difference  between  Matthew  and  Luke  as  to  the  reply  alleged 
to  have  been  made  by  our  Lord  to  Judas,  suggest  that  the 
original  Gospel  contained  no  reply.  But,  if  so,  whence  arose 
the  tradition  of  one  ?  And  why  does  Luke  make  no 
mention  of  words  uttered  by  Judas? 


(i)  Luk^s  omission  of  Judas'  words 

[474]  The  Original  may  have  had,  literally,  "  And  he 
[Judas]  came,  and  straightway  he  called  -  out  to  him  to 
peace  " — that  is,  he  proclaimed  "  All  is  well,"  "  There  is  no 
danger."  These  words  are  mistranslated  in  Deuteronomy  ; 
and  such  an  idiom  might  naturally  be  paraphrased  by  some 
Evangelists,  and  misunderstood  by  others. 

Mark  has  paraphrased  it  as  a  mere  salutation  ("  Rabbi ") 
followed  by  an  embrace ;  and  so  has  Matthew,  with  the 
addition  of  the  Greek  "  hail." 

But  Luke  misunderstood  "  call  out,"  taking  it  either  as 
•"meet"  (with  which  it  is  practically  (472<r)  identical),  or 
else  as  "  draw  near,"  np,  which  is  similar  to  "  call  out,"  Nip, 
and  is  once  confused  with  the  latter.'  This  made  a  differ- 
ence in  what  followed.  In  Mark  and  Matthew  "  and  kissed 
him  "  could  only  be  taken  as  "  and  "  ;  but  when  preceded 
by  "drew  near,"  a  verb  implying  purpose,  "and"  might 
mean  "that."  Accordingly  Luke  has  "drew  near  that  he 
might  kiss  him."  ^ 

'  [474a]  Deut.  XX.  lo  "then  proclaim  peace  unto  it,"  LXX,  "and  call  them 
forth  in  peace,"  koX  iKKiXeaai  avroiii  fur'  flpi^vrfs.  "Call  out,"  "proclaim" 
=  Knp:  "meet"  (used  of  fortuitous  meeting)  =  ,np.  The  two  are  often  inter- 
changed (472-:).  "  Draw  near"=  aip,  which  appears  confused  with  tnp  "call" 
in  Ps.  Ixxv.  I  "for  thy  name  is  near,"  imKaXeffS/ieOa. 

*  [474(5]  For  vaw  indicating  purpose  yet  rendered  by  the  Greek  past  indica- 
tive, see  I  K.  xiii.  33.  For  vaw  indicating  a  past  fact,  and  rendered  by  tva  with 
subjunctive,  see  Dan.  ii.  49  LXX  (but  Theod.  with  R.V.  Kal).  There  are  many 
such  instances  (240)- 
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(ii)    The  origin  of  the  reply  assigned  to  Jesus 

[475]  If  the  above  explanation  is  correct,  the  "  he-called 
out,"  which  was  in  the  original  Hebrew,  has  disappeared 
from  our  extant  Gospels.  The  dispute  about  its  meaning, 
and  its  similarity  to  "  draw  near,"  might  induce  some  to 
write  in  the  margin  {a^  "  he  said,"  others  (a^)  "  he  came,"  or 
"  approached,"  or  "  drew  near."  ^ 

Mark  appears  to  have  conflated  these.  At  least  the 
hypothesis  of  a  conflation  explains  the  curious  combination 
of  two  verbs  of  coming:  "having  come  straight -way  {a^ 
having  come  -  to  him  {a^  he  saith."  He  rightly  connects 
"  saith  "  with  Judas. 

But  other  Evangelists  might  take  "  he  said "  to  mean 
that  Jesus  "  said  "  something  in  reply  to  the  traitorous  act  of 
Judas,  and  might  endeavour  to  supply  from  the  context,  or 
from  other  tradition,  what  Jesus  said.^ 

[476]  Luke  seems  to  have  been  misled  by  the  rare 
combination  of  the  article  with  the  participle  "  the  [one] 
betraying,"  which  occurs  here  in  the  other  three  evangelists.' 
Luke  has  the  verb  interrogatively  "  Art  thou  betraying  ? " 
The  discrepancy  is  readily  explained  by  the  fact  that  the 
Hebrew  letter  signifying  the  article  may  also  be  used  inter- 
rogatively.* Consequently,  if  the  original  was,  "  Now  there 
[had]    said   Judas,   the  [one]   betraying,  The    man    whom    I 

^  Comp.  2  K.  xi.  14  "  Athaliah  .  .  .  cried  (t«np)  Treason,  treason"  =  2  Chr. 
xxiii.  13  "A.  .  .  .  ja/<f  (tdk)  Treason,  treason,"  LXX,  in  both,  /So^i'. 

'  See  another  instance  (459  i-iv)  of  a  possible  marginal  gloss  "  said,"  causing 
Matthew  and  Luke  to  make  a  dialogue  where  the  original  Gospel  seems  not 
to  have  contained  one. 

'  Mk.  xiv.  44,   Mt.  xxvi.  48,  Jn.  xviii.  2,  5  6  irapaS(5oi)s  ainbv. 

*  [476a]  Thus,  in  Job  xxv.  2  (lit.)  "The  dominion  C^pon),"  the  LXX 
taking  Mashal  in  its  familiar  sense  of  "  parable  "  [irpool/jiioy,  as  in  Job  xxvii.  I, 
xxix.  i)  has  "  tVAat  parable"?  and  in  Amos  vi.  2  "[Be  they]  better  (0*3115:1)?" 
the  LXX  has  "  tAt  best."  For  confusion  between  the  vocative  prefix  and  the  article 
comp.  2  S.  xxiv.  23  "All  this,  O  (n)  king,"  marg.  "fie  king"  ;  Ps.  ix.  6  "/Af 
enemy,"  marg.  and  A.V.  "  O  thou  enemy,"  LXX  "  the  enemy." 
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kiss,  he  [is  the  man],"  it  would  be  easy  to  take  the  words  as 
"And  he  said  to  Judas,  Arf  thou  betraying  the  man  whom 
thou  kissest  ?  "  Either  by  Hebrew  or  by  Greek  corruption 
''man"  might  easily  become  "son  of  man."'  Thus  the 
words  fjall  into  the  shape  now  extant  in  Luke. 

[477]  Matthew,  as  has  been  pointed  out  (188),  assigns 
to  Jesus  a  reply  impossible,  in  its  Greek  shape — because 
"  companion "  implies  a  jesting  or  ironical  mood  that  is 
quite  out  of  place  here — but  possibly  derived  from  a  tradition 
found  in  John,  bidding  Judas  do  his  evil  deed  with  despatch.'^ 


§  62.    The  wounding  of  the  High  pries fs  servant 

Mk.  xiv.  47.  Mt.  xxvi.  51.  Lk.  xxii.  49,  50. 

"  And  behold  one 
of  those  with  Jesus 
having  stretched  out 
his  hand  wrested 
away  (direa-Traa-ev) 
his  {avTov)  sword, 
and  having  smitten 
the  servant  of  the 
high  priest." 


"But  [a  certain] 
one  of  them  -  that  - 
stood  -  by  having 
drawn  -  for  -  himself 
{<nra<Tafi€vo<i)  (?)  the 
[i.e.  his]  sword  struck 
the  servant  of  the 
high  priest." 


'•  But  seeing  what 
would  follow,  those 
around  him  said, 
'  Lord,  Shall  we 
smite  with  the 
sword  ?  '  And  a 
certain  one  of  them 
smote  the  servant  of 
the  high  priest." 


(i)  "  strike  "  and  "  smite  " 

[478]  "  Smite,"  the  word  used  by  Matthew  and   Luke, 
occurs  in  the  Septuagint  about  420  times,  Mark's  "  strike  " 

^  [476<5]  In  "the  man  whom,"  the  relative  might  easily  drop  out  after 
"  man  "  (nrK  after  p'k)  as  it  does  in  2  S.  xxi.  5.  Or  the  original  of  Mk.  might 
contain  o  "  when,"  or  "  if"  («'  If  I  kiss  a  man,  he  [is  the  person]) "  :  and  '3  might 
be  read  as  p  "  son."  Also,  by  Gk.  corruption,  "  the  man  (accus.)  whom,"  avOpurooy 
might  easily  be  taken  as  wdpuvovw  i.e.  iv0p<!nrov  vl6y,  the  latter  word  being 
misplaced. 

'■'  [477a!]  If  Judas  said  to  his  Master  "  Peace  (shim),"  a  tradition  may  have 
arisen,  right  or  wrong,  that  Jesus  replied  to  him  in  some  similar  word.  Now  (a) 
"man -of- my -peace"  means  "intimate  friend,"  (b)  the  verb  (sAlm)  means 
"  accomplish,"  "  complete  "  (once=o-jroi/5dfw).  (b)  The  latter  might  be  the  basis 
of  John's  tradition  (Jn.  xiii.  27)  "Do  quickly  what  thou  art  doing."  Matthew 
may  have  conflated  the  two. 
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about  25.  Both  words  might  describe  an  accidental  blow; 
but,  considering  the  proportion  of  usage,  we  may  say  that 
"  strike "  is  more  often  thus  used,  while  "  smite  "  expresses 
military  slaughter,  the  visitations  of  God,  etc.^  Did  Mark's 
Corrector  substitute  "  smite "  because  he  considered  it  a 
word  of  higher  tone  ?  Or  did  he  wish  to  avoid  the  notion 
that  the  blow  was  a  casual  one?  This  question  will  be 
considered  below. 

(ii)  "  they  that  stood  by  " 

[479]  Mark's  "  they-that-stood-by  "  occurs  repeatedly  in 
the  Septuagint  meaning  "attendants";  and  whenever  in  the 
New  Testament  the  participle  is  preceded  by  the  article,  it 
ought  probably  to  be  rendered  by  some  phrase  implying 
attendance,  e.g.  (Lk.  xix.  24)  where  a  nobleman  bids  his 
"  attendants "  take  away  the  pound  from  the  idle  servant, 
(Acts  xxiii.  2)  where  the  high  priest  commands  one  of  the 
"attendants"  to  smite  Paul,  (Jn.  xviii,  22)  where  "one  of 
the  officers  in  attendance"  struck  Jesus,  (Lk.  i.  19)  "I  am 
Gabriel  the  [angel]  that  is  [ever]  in  attendance  before  God," 
(Mk.  XV.  35)  "Some  of  the  men  on  guards  when  they  heard 
it  said,  Behold  he  calleth  Elijah,"  (Mk.  xv.  39)  "the 
centurion  that  was  on  guard  over  against  him."  So,  too, 
when  the  word  is  used  twice  by  Mark  (xiv.  69,  70)  in  Peter's 
denial,  it  is  best  translated,  "  those  in  attendance,"  i.e.  the 
soldiers  and  servants  who  were  on  duty,  or  in  waiting,  in 
the  courtyard.  Hence  the  most  natural  meaning  of  Mark's 
words  here  is,  "  One  of  tlie  attendants  drawing  his  sword 
^accidentally^  struck  the  servant  of  tfu  high  priest^ 

[480]  Thus,  too,  and  thus  only,  can  we  explain  Mark's 
mentioning  "  the  sword  "  here  without  any  previous  mention. 

*  For  rolciy  ("  strike"),  see  Josh.  xx.  9,  2  S.  xiv.  6.  In  Dan.  viii.  7,  Theod. 
gives  waUiP,  LXX  variaaew  "smite,"  for  the  butting  of  a  goat.  In  Numb.  xxii. 
28  (.13]),  the  ass  says  rl  ...  Sri  Wxcuxat  ;  in  Numb.  xxii.  32  (.i3i),  the  angel 
says  rl  iTdraiat ; 
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Peter  could  not  be  expected  to  carry  a  sword  about  with 
him.^  If,  therefore,  Peter  had  been  meant,  the  writer  would 
hardly  have  used  "  the."  But  any-one  of  the  temple-guard,  or 
armed  attendants,  or  Roman  soldiers  on  duty,  would  natur- 
ally have  a  sword  ;  and,  in  speaking  of  such  a  one,  a  writer 
would  naturally  use  the  article,  to  mean  "  his  "  (as  it  is  used 
in  Greek  or  French,  when  applied  to  limbs,  clothing,  etc.).' 

If  however  it  is  the  fact  that  Mark  understood  the 
blow  to  have  been  accidentally  struck  by  one  of  the 
guards,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  is  correct, 
or  even  that  he  represents  the  original  Gospel.  The 
Hebrew  word  meaning  "  attendants "  may  possibly  have 
been  applied  in  early  times  to  some  or  all  of  the  Apostles 
who  had  "stood  fast"  by  Jesus  in  His  "temptations."' 
However,  the  question  is  not  at  present  whether  Mark  is 
right,  but  what  were  the  motives  and  processes  involved  in 
Matthew's  and  Luke's  departures  from  Mark,  including 
their  adoption  of  the  word  "  smite  "  instead  of  "  strike "  ; 
and  enough  has  been  said  to  shew  that  one  motive  may 
have  been  the  desire  to  shew  that  the  wounding  of  the  high 
priest's  servant  was  not  accidental,  but  the  deliberate  act  of 
a  disciple.  From  this  motive,  we  may  also  explain  the 
substitution  of  Matthew's  "those  with  Jesus"  and  Luke's 
"  those  around  him  "  for  Mark's  "  those  in  attendance." 

'  Some  of  the  Galilaean  pilgrims  may  have  occasionally  carried  swords.  But 
that  the  practice  was  not  habitual  appears  from  Lk.  xxii.  36-38,  which  says  that 
there  were  only  "two  swords"  among  the  whole  of  the  disciples.  Jn.  xviii.  10 
("  Simon  Peter  having  a  sword  ")  implies  that  the  "  having  "  was  casual. 

"  [480^]  That  /Mdxaipa  here  means  *' sword"  and  not  "(cooking)  knife,"  is 
demonstrated  by  a  consensus  of  Biblical  use  in  the  former  meaning,  so  frequent  as 
to  make  it  certain  that  it  could  not  be  used  for  knife,  unless  something  in  the 
context  necessitated  the  latter  meaning.  Mdxaipa  occurs  in  some  Biblical  books 
(e.g.  Jeremiah)  far  more  often  than  {)ofi<f>ala,  in  the  sense  "  sword  " ;  and  it  is  used 
in  N.T.  even  of  the  official  sword  (Acts  xii.  2,  Rom.  xiii.  4). 

'  [480i5]  Luke  xxii.  28  dianfnevriKdres.  The  word  loy  "stand"  may  mean 
"  stand-fast."  One  form  of  it  also  means  "  pillar."  And  we  know  from  St. 
Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Galatians  (ii.  9)  that  Peter  was  one  of  those  who  were 
"  reputed  to  he  pillars." 
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(iii)  "  wrested  away  " 

[481]  But  why  does  Matthew  use  "wrested  away" 
instead  of  "  drew  "  ?  ^  Perhaps  for  this  reason.  Some  Editor 
of  Mark,  believing  that  the  wound  was  inflicted  by  a  disciple, 
and  seeking  to  explain  how  a  disciple  of  Jesus  could  possess 
a  sword,  wished  to  read  Mark's  account  thus  :  "  A  certain 
man,  from  (or,  of)  those  standing  by,  wresting  away  a  sword," 
i.e.  "  wresting  away  a  sword  from  those  standing  by  (z>.  the 
soldiers)."  This  interpretation  might  be  justified  by  the 
Hebrew  Original,  because  the  Hebrew  "  from  "  might  mean 
either  "from  [the  hands  of]"  or  "[one]  from  [the  number 
of]."  But  Mark's  use  of  the  Middle  Voice — mostly  implying 
"  drawing  "  ones  own  sword  —  was  incompatible  with  the 
Editor's  view.  He  therefore  changed  the  voice  from  Middle 
to  Active.  Matthew  accepted  the  Editor's  "  wrested  away  "  ; 
but  at  the  same  time  he  rendered  the  preposition  as  "  of " 

^  [481a]  'AxoffT^j',  "wrest  away,"  occurs  in  LXX  ten  times,  but  never  in  the 
sense  of  drawing  a  sword.  In  non- Hebraic  Greek  —  except  in  the  sense  of 
"drawing  oflf"  soldiers,  or  "journeying" — it  almost  always  implies  violence,  or 
involuntary  motion.  See  Hemsterhuys's  note  on  Lucian  Deor.  Dial.  xx.  5,  the 
substance  of  which  is  not  adequately  given  by  L.  and  S. 

In  the  LXX,  (rvrw/ievoj  (the  middle)  is  very  frequently  used  for  "  [one]  drawing 
sword,"  i.e.  a  swordsman,  and  (less  frequently)  for  "  drawing  one's  sword."  The 
active  means  drawing  some  one  else's  sword,  when  Abimelech  says  to  his  ser\'ant 
(Judg.  ix.  54)  "draw  my  sword." 

On  the  other  hand,  an  insertion  of  the  LXX,  Ps.  cli.  7,  uses  the  middle, 
(TToo-d^cKOT,  for  David  drawing  Goliath's  sword,  and  Sir.  xxii.  21  has  the  active 
(<nr<l<r7;i)  for  drawing  one's  sword  against  a  friend.  The  active  is  also  used  for  one's 
own  sword  in  Judg.  viii.  20  (unless  «trira<raTOTo  has  been  corrupted  to  taiewjlro). 
The  active  is  used  of  God  drawing  a  sword  in  Ezek.  xxvi.  15  6'  ry  ffirdffcu 
/uixatpof,  "in  the  [time  of]  drawing  the  sword  "=  R.V.  "when  the  slaughter 
is  made."  *l^<rw^v  (active)  is  used  of  drawing  a  sword  with  difficulty  out  of  a 
wound  (Judg.  iii.  22),  of  David  drawing  Goliath's  heavy  sword  out  of  its  sheath, 
I  S.  xvii.  51  (B  om.,  A  e{fira<rei'  (jiV)),  and  of  God  drawing  His  sword  of  ven- 
geance once  for  all,  Ezek.  xxi.  3,  5  ("  it  shall  not  return  again").  It  is  not  used, 
as  crrw/MvoT  is,  to  denote  the  regular  drawing  of  the  sword. 

If,  therefore,  a  writer  wished  to  express  "drawing  a  sword,"  he  had  o^$i>  and 
iKff'wqir,  active  and  middle,  at  his  disposal ;  but,  so  far  as  Hemsterhuys  and  the 
LXX  enable  us  to  judge,  he  could  not  rightly  use  the  active  of  airocirqif. 
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(not  "  from  ")  and  interpreted  "  those  standing  by  "  as  "  those 
with  Jesus"  He  also  inserted  "  stretching  out  his  hand  " — 
probably  in  order  to  emphasize  his  view,  namely,  that  the 
act  was  not  a  casual  one.  But  the  result  makes  no  sense, 
unless  we  can  suppose  "his"  to  have  a  prospective  reference: 
"  wrested  away  his  sword  and  smote  the  high  priest's  servant 
[with  the  servant's  own  sword]." 

[482]  Luke's  narrative  cannot  at  present  be  satisfactorily 
explained  on  the  hypothesis  of  borrowing  from  Mark's 
tradition :  but  there  are  some  indications  of  a  possible 
Greek  corruption.' 

§  63.  {ML)  ''the  Son  of  the  Blessed,"  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''the  Son 

of  God" 

Mk.  xiv.  61  (lit).  Mt.  xxvi.  63.  Lk.  xxii.  67,  70. 

•'  Thou     art     the         "...  that  thou  teii         "  '  If  thou  art  the 

Christ  the  Son  of  the      us  if    thou    art    the      Christ /^// wj,'. ..  But 

Blessed?"  Christ    the    Son    of     they  all   said,   Thou 

God"  art  therefore  the  Son 

oi  Godi'' 

[483]   It  has  been  shewn  (371-2)  that  (i)  this  is  one 
of  many  passages  where  Mark,  having  followed  the  Hebrew 

^  [482«]  Luke  omits  (nrao-d/wvoi,  but  has  (xxii.  49)  rb  iabntvov,  a  participle 
that  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  the  N,T.,  and  occurs  only  thrice  in  the  whole  of 
the  O.T.  historical  Ixjoks.  In  one  of  these  cases  it  is  a  corrupt  repetition  (only  in 
E)  from  (Gen.  xli.  30)  TrXr/o-yttoi'^j.  In  Sir.  xlii.  19,  B  has  iirtadfura.  In  Eccles. 
X.  14  "what  shall  come  to  pass  (T.rr-TO)"  is  rendered  rl  rb  yeybfuyw.  (In 
Lk.  xxii.  49  D  has  yev6fj.evov  instead  of  iffdfievov.) 

[482*]  Parallel  to  Matthew's  IdoO  Luke  has  ISbvTes,  perhaps  having  read  iSov 
as  iSop  {i.e.  eldov  "  they  saw")  (see  352a).  But  idou  is  twice  (Job  xxiii.  4,  Ksth. 
V.  2  (Oxf.  Cone.))  confused  by  scribes  of  k  with  iirov,  i.e.  etiroy.  Luke  may  have 
had  before  him  two  traditions,  (i)  one  that  the  disciples  "saw"  {idov),  (ii)  another 
that  they  "said"  {ivop).  Corresponding  to  (i),  ffiraffafievoi  might  become  rotirtao- 
fjxvov,  or  Toeaofievo  :  corresponding  to  (ii)  it  might  become  enrfaofiei',  i.e.  el  iraiconfv 
"shall  we  strike"  (altered  into  d  irard^ofiev).  [D  has  eireo-ev  for  tiraurtv  in  Mk., 
and  eveaev  is  in  Judg.  xiv.  19  (A),  Jer.  v.  6  (kAB),  2  K.  xxv.  21  (A).] 

[482<-]  But  see  below  (Mk.  xiv.  65)  (486)  where  Mt.  and  Lk.  insert  "  who 
struck  thee?" — possibly  parallel  to  Mk.'s  "officers." 
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closely,  has  not  expressed  the  interrogative  so  clearly  as  to 
satisfy  later  Evangelists,  (2)  "  the  Blessed "  is  probably  a 
mistake  (414).  Matthew  and  Luke — though  in  very  differ- 
ent ways,  and  with  obvious  independence  of  each  other — 
have  adopted  corrections  of  Mark  on  these  points. 

§  64.  {Mt.)  "from  this  nwinent*'  {Lk.)  '*from  the  present 
time"  Mk.  omits 

Mk.  xiv.  62.                    Mt.  xxvi.  64.  Lk.  xxii.  67-70. 

"  But   Jesus   said,          "  Jesus     saith     to  "  But   he   said   to 

I   am,  and  ye  shall     him.  Thou  hast  said  ;  them,  If  I  say  (etTro)) 

see  the  Son  of  man      however  {irXriv)  I  say  to  you  .  .  .  but  (Be) 

seated  ..."                      (\€7ei>)  to  you,  from  from  the  present  time 

this     moment     {air  {cltto   tov   vvv)    the 

apri)    ye    shall    see  Son  of  man  shall  be 

the     Son     of     man  seated  .  .  .   But  he 

seated  ..."  said  unto  them.  Ye 

say  that  I  am." 

i\){Mt.-Lk.)*'I  say" 

[484  (i)]  Confusion  appears  to  have  arisen  here  from  the 
Hebrew  "  I  [am] "  represented  in  Mark's  original  by  a  long 
and  emphatic  form  of  the  first  personal  pronoun.  As  a  rule, 
in  reply  to  the  question  "  Art  thou  ?  "  a  shorter  form  of  the 
pronoun  is  thus  used.^  The  LXX  so  very  frequently  errs  by 
rendering  this  long  form  "  I  am  "  instead  of  "  I  "  that  there  is 
a  strong  antecedent  probability  that  Mark  has  made  a  similar 
error  and  that  Matthew  and  Luke  have  independently 
adopted  corrections  of  it. 

In  a  passage  of  Isaiah,  the  long  form  of  "  I  "  is  corrupted 

'  [484  (i)  a]  The  long  form  ('ajit)  is  often  used  antithetically  to  other  pro- 
nouns. It  is  always  emphatic.  But  it  is  never  used  in  reply  to  the  question 
"  Art  thou  .  .  .  ?  "  except  in  2  S.  ii.  20 :  elsewhere  uK  is  used,  Gen.  xxvii.  24, 
Judg.  xiii.  II,  2  S.  XX.  17,  i  K.  xiii.  14,  xviii.  8.  Yet,  although  •33K  =  only  once 
iyili  tlfu  "  I  am  [he]"  in  reply,  it  is  in  other  contexts  translated  erroneously  "  I 
am  "  about  fifteen  times  by  the  LXX,  e.g.  2  S.  xxiv.  12  "  /  ofler  thee,"  LX.X  "  / 
am  I  I.iy  u|X)n  ihce,"  ib.  17  "  /  have  sinned,"  LXX  "  /aw  I  have  sinned,"  etc 
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to  "say,"  to  which  it  is  somewhat  similar*  "Say"  may 
have  been  dropped  here  by  Mark  owing  to  a  confusion  with 
"  I,"  and  may  have  been  replaced  by  Matthew  and  Luke,  but 
in  different  contexts  :  "  However  I  say  to  you,"  "  If  I  tell 
you."  It  is  extremely  improbable  that  a  direct  avowal  of 
Messiahship  from  Jesus  to  the  high  priest  should  have  existed 
in  the  earliest  gospel  and  be  omitted  by  later  gospels  unless 
it  was  thought  that  the  tradition  was  erroneous. 

(ii)  (if//.)  "  However:*  (Lk.)  "//" 

[484  (ii)]  Not  only  is  the  longer  form  of  "  I  "  capable  of 
being  confused  with  "  say,"  but  further,  the  last  two  letters  of 
this  form  of"  I,"  taken  with  the  first  two  of"  say,"  produce  the 
Hebrew  "  but  if,"  which  may  also  be  rendered  "  only,"  or  "  how- 
ever."    This  may  explain  Matthew  and  Luke's  divergence.* 

'  [484  (i)  f>]  Is.  xxi.  8  "  O  Lord,  /  ('aju)  staiul,"  LXX  "  the  Lord  satJ 
(leg.  TDK),  I  stood."  Comp.  the  LXX  (Luc.)  of  2  S.  xx.  17.  where  Joab,  in 
answer  to  a  woman's  request  "  Hear,"  says  "  /  (ojk)  hear"  (perhaps  meaning  "  / 
hear  [speak  ihau]")  the  pronoun  being  emphatic.  The  literal  rendering  is,  "And 
he  said,  Hearing  (yor)  I-for-my-part  ('aju)  [aw].  And  she  said  (noKm)  saying 
(tdkS)  .  .  .  ."  The  LXX  has,  "And  Joab  said,  I  hear  I  am.  And  she  said 
saj^ng  ('AKoiiw  ^716  ei^.  koX  elirei'  X^7owro)."  But  Luc  hxs  "  And  he  said  / 
hear,  say  \pn\  And  she  said  (<cai  eliref  'Axoi^w  t'vw,  X^t*.  KcU  elire)."  Probably 
Luc.  does  not  conflate  "  I "  with  "  say,"  but  conflates  "  and  she  said  "  as  "  thou 
shalt  say," /.(f.  "say  on":  but  in  any  case  the  passage  well  illustrates  the  con- 
fusions that  might  arise  from  an  original  containing  rejietitions  of  "  say." 

Suppose  the  original  to  have  been  "  /  ('aju)  say  (tdh  particip. )  that  ("3)^^ 
(emph.)  (antt)  shall  see."  In  that  case,  Mk.,  rendering  "I"  as  "I  am,"  and 
dropping  'stck  as  a  corrupt  repetition  of  'jjk,  would  give  nearly  what  is  now  extant 
in  Mk.  "  I  am  [and]  ye  shall  see." 

[484  (i)  c\  The  facts  connected  with  Christ's  use  of  "  I  am  (^7w  e//u)"  during 
the  Passion  are  these.  Mk.  alone  gives  it  as  uttered  to  the  high  priest  in  answer 
to  the  question,  "  Art  thou  the  Christ  ?"  Lk.  (xxii.  70)  has  "  ye  say  that  I  am  " 
(in  answer  to  "Art  thou  the  Son  of  God?"  But  in  answer  to  "Art  thou  the 
Christ?"  Lk.  has  "  If  I  say  to  you  .  .  .  ").  Mt.  has,  parallel  to  Mk.,  merely 
"Thou  hast  said  but  I  say."  In  Jn.,  when  the  Jews  say  "[We  seek]  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,"  Jesus  replies  (Jn.  xviii.  5)  ''  I  am  [he]  (^(i  e/^),"  and  (Jn.  xviii.  8)  "  I 
said  to  you  that  I  am  [he]." 

^  [484  (ii)  d\  irXriv  (Mt.'s  word)  =  D»<  '3  (3),  but  dm  '3  also  means  "  But  if."  If 
the  original  had  'sjk  ("I"),  followed  by  tck  ("say"),  the  letters  'a  followed  by 
DK  might  be  rendered  by  Mt.  ir\-f)v  and  by  Lk.  idv. 
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(iii)  (Mk.-Mt.)  "ye  shall  see;'  {Lk.)  "shall  be" 

[484  (iii)]  The  es^treme  difficulty  of  Matthew's  version 
("  ye  shall  see,"  combined  with  "  from  this  moment ")  indicates 
that  it  must  have  been  forced  on  him  by  adherence  to  a 
supposed  original  (but  see  485).  Luke's  text  points  to  a 
Hebrew  variation  between  "  be  "  and  "  see  " ;  and  such  varia- 
tions, either  through  confusion  or  through  paraphrase,  occur 
in  Kings,  Isaiah,  and  Job.^  Or,  the  Original  may  have  been, 
as  Luke  has  it,  "  there  shall  be,"  accompanied  by  some 
words  that  might  be  taken  to  mean  {a)  "  in  your  sight," 
"  before  your  face,"  or  else  (d)  "  from  this  time  " ;  and  Mark 
may  have  rendered  **  there  shall  be  before  your  face  "  freely, 
"  ye  shall  see."  '^ 

(iv)  (Mt.)  "  From  this  moment"  {Lk.)  "from  the  present  time  " 

[484  (iv)]  The  Hebrew  "  now,"  like  our  English  "  now," 
is  sometimes  used  as  an  enclitic  throwing  emphasis  on  the 
preceding  word,  "  come  now,"  i.e.  "  therefore  come"  but  some- 
times emphatically,  "  come  now  "  i.e.  at  the  present  time.  In 
the  former  sense,  the  Hebrew  is  sometimes  rendered  in  Greek 
by  "  and  (/eat)."     Mark  may  here  have  taken  it  in  that  sense. 

But  the  Hebrew  "  now "  is  also  liable  to  be  confused 
with  "  thou,"  and  (though  less  probably)  with  "  ye."      Strictly 

'  '*  Be"=i.T.i,  "see,"  in  the  sense  of  "  behold,"  sometimes  =  ntn.  Comp.  Is. 
ii.  I  "saw(nin),"  yev6fx(voi  (leg.  .Tn),  Job.  viii.  17  "beholdeth  (nin),"  i^erat 
(leg.  'Tn  "live,"  which  is  confused  with  a'n  in  i  K.  xvii.  22).  Or  Luke  may 
have  rendered  the  passive  of  nni  "  see"  by  "be"  as  the  LXX  has  done  in  2  K. 
xxiii.  24  "were  j/z></ (i»n:),"  7e7oi'6Ta.  The  passage  is  ins.  by  LXX  in  2  Chr. 
XXXV.  19a  with  ^f  instead  of  ycyov&ra.  In  Is.  xxxiii.  11  "ye  shall  conceive  (nnn) " 
LXX  has  iffffde  (\eg.  nun  for  rr\n). 

^  In  Is.  XXX.  8  "be/ore  them,"  i.e.  "in  their  presence"  (onu),  b  rendered 
toOto,  and  in  Gen.  xx.  16  (R.V.  txt.  "in  respect  of  aX\"  marg.  ^'before  all  "),  rwe 
is  regarded  by  LXX  as  sign  of  accus.,  xivra:  in  Mic.  vi.  i  "before  (n»»)  the 
mountains,"  LXX  has  irp6i.  But  this  idiom  (instead  of  the  usual  "  before  the 
fate  of")  is  very  rare,  nor  could  csnK  (even  if  used  to  mean  "  before  you  ")  be  easily 
confused  with  anvD  "from  this  time." 
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speaking,  as  the  high  priest  alone  questioned  Jesus,  "  thou  " 
and  not  "  ye  "  should  be  used  in  the  reply.  In  Luke  there 
is  no  difference  of  singular  and  plural  because  he  makes  the 
"  priests,"  and  not  the  high  priest,  question  Jesus.  Some 
insertion  of  "  thou  "  or  "  ye  "  in  the  margin,  being  confused 
with  "  now,"  might  possibly  account  for  the  introduction  of 
the  latter,^  which,  when  preceded  by  a  single  Hebrew  letter 
(-d),  would  become  "  from  this  moment,"  or  "  from  the 
present  time."  Hence  may  have  arisen,  in  Hebrew,  a 
correction  of  Mark,  adopted  (in  substance  though  in  different 
shapes)  by  Matthew  and  Luke  :  but  there  is  not  evidence 
enough  to  justify  a  confident  conclusion. 

[485]  Compare  a  similar  variation-— but  in  a  negative 
sentence — in  the  account  of  the  Last  Supper  : 

Mk.  xiv,  25.  Mt.  xxvi.  29.  Lk.  xxii.  18. 

"Verily  I  say  to  "But    I    say    to          "  For  I  say  to  you, 

you   that  no   longer  you,  Assuredly  I  will  Assuredly  I  will  not 

assuredly  {ovKeri  ov  not   (ov    firf)    drink  (pv  firj)  drink  front 

firj)  will  I  drink."  from  this  moment'^  the  present  time" 

When  Isaiah  (xlviii.  6)  writes  "  I  have  shewed  thee 
new  things  from  this  time"  the  adverb  seems  to  have  an 
emphatic  rather  than  a  temporal  signification,  ''absolutely 
new."  Regard  being  had  to  the  use  of  Matthew's  phrase 
in  Greek  literature,  it  seems  quite  possible  that  Matthew's 
"  from  this  moment "  meant  "  absolutely  "  and  was  intended 
by  the  writer  to  be  taken,  both  here  and  in  the  passage 
quoted  above,  with  "  I  say  to  you."  Luke  has  here  com- 
mitted himself  to  a  temporal  meaning.  Mark,  translating 
freely,  may  have  omitted  the  particle  as  merely  denoting 

^  [484  (iv)  a]  "  Now"  =  nnj;,  "  thou"  =  .Tnx  :  k  and  j;  are  freq.  (4  (a)  iii)  inter- 
changed. In  2  S.  xviii.  3,  Heb.  has  "  now,"  but  LXX  and  R.V.  ("with  ancient 
authorities  ")  "  thou  "  ;  i  Chr.  xxviii.  9  "  thou,"  LXX  "  now."  In  Gen.  xiii.  14, 
"  thou"  is  confl.  by  LXX,  "  now  thou." 
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emphasis,  or  may  have  expressed   it  by  "  verily,"  which  he 
connects  with  "  I  say."  ^ 

But  another  hypothesis  is  suggested  by  the  negative 
character  of  this  passage,  which  differentiates  it  from  the 
one  discussed  in  484.  In  five  passages  of  O.T.,  where  the 
Hebrew  has  "  not,"  applied  to  an  action,  or  state,  that  is 
discontinued  ("  I  will  not  [any  longer]  give,"  "  the  rain  was  not 
poured  [any  longer]  on  the  earth,"  "  I  am  not  [any  more 
living],"  etc.),  the  LXX  has  "no  longer  (ovKert)" — as  the 
Greek  idiom,  and  we  may  almost  say  the  English,  demands. 
By  analogy,  we  may  suppose  that  in  the  Hebrew  original 
of  the  present  passage  there  was  no  adverb  of  time,  but 
that  Mark  inserted  "no  longer,"  which  later  Correctors 
independently  changed  to  more  emphatic  forms.^ 

'  [485a]  In  the  parallel  to  Mt.  xxiii.  39  "For  I  say  to  you,  Ye  shall 
assuredly  not  see  me  henceforth  (dTr'  d/)Tt)  until  ye  say,"  Lk.  xiii.  35  has  "[hut 
brack,  by  W.  H.  ]  I  say  to  you,  Ye  shall  assuredly  not  see  me  until  ye  say,"  omitting 
"henceforth,"  though  the  context  agrees  with  Mt.  almost  verbatim.  SS,  in  Lk., 
has  "  until  it  come  that  ye  say."  Diatessaron  has,  "  Verily  I  say  unto  you  ye 
shall  not  see  me  henceforth,"  where  "  verily  "  cannot  be  explained  from  the  Greek 
of  Mt.  or  of  Lk.;  but  it  may  be  the  result  of  a  conflation  of  the  Greek  or  Hebrew 
meanings  of  a  Heb.  word  translated  "  henceforth." 

[485^]  'Att'  d/wi  does  not  occur  in  LXX.  'Aprt  occurs  only  in  Judith  (i). 
Mace.  (9),  and  twice  in  the  LXX  version  of  Daniel  where  Theodotion  has  vvv.  In 
Dan.  X.  17  (lit.)  "  But  as  for  me  (':ni)  from-now  (nnyc)  there  remaineth  not  (or,  will 
not  remain)  (Toy  kS)  in  me  strength,"  Theod.  translates  literally  so  as  to  give  the 
meaning,  "  I  shall  have  no  more  strength  all  my  life,"  (R.V.  "  straightway  there 
remained  no  strength  ")  :  but  "  absolutely  no  strength  "  would  also  make  sense. 

[485^]  In  Herodotus,  ott'  d/rrt  (perh.  to  be  written  dTraprf)  means  "exactly." 
In  comic  authors  (but  perhaps  mostly  or  always  with  /xaXXoi',  yJkv  oZv,  dXXd  etc.) 
it  may  mean  "quite  the  contrary."  On  Aristoph./V«/.  388  Brunck  (Lobeck's  Phryn. 
p.  21)  quotes  dird  roiv  vvv  as  a  gloss  on  dr'  6.ffTi.  Comp.  2  S.  xv.  34  dprlws  Kal 
vdv  a  conflate  for  "  now  (nnj;)-"  In  Aristoph.  Plut.  388  dXXi  toi>j  xpiij<rroi>i  fidvoin 
'Araprl  rXovr^trot  iroii/iau,  I  would  suggest  aacnoy  for  MONOYC  In  Rev.  xiv. 
13  "  Blessed  are  the  dead  that  die  in  the  Lord /rom-hence/orth  {air'  ipri)  Yea  (val) 
saith  the  Spirit,"  the  rendering  should  perhaps  be  "  Absolutely  yea,"  i.e.  "  Yes 
indeed." 

'  For  insertions  o{{pi>K\hi.  in  negative  sentences  in  LXX,  see  Ex.  v.  10,  ix.  33, 
Ps.  xxxix.  13,  Job  vii.  8,  21. 
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65.  {Mt-Lk.)  "  Who  is  it  that  struck  theeV     Mk.  omits 


Mk.  xiv.  65. 

[486]  "And some 
began  to  spit  on  him 
and  to  cover  his  face 
and  to  buffet  him  and 
to  say  unto  him, 
Prophesy,  and  the 
officers  (?)  took  ^  him 
with  blows- of- their- 
hands  {Jit.  blows  with 
the  flat  of  the  hand)." 


Mt.  xxvi.  67,  68. 

"Then  they  spat 
on  his  face  and 
buffeted  him ;  but 
others  {ol  Se)  gave- 
him-blows-with-their- 
hands  (///.  with  the 
flat  of  the  hand),  say- 
ing, Prophesy  unto 
us,  Christ,  Who  is  it 
that  struck  thee  f  " 


Lk.  xxii.  63-65. 

"  And  the  men 
that  were  guarding 
{cvvkyovres;)  him 
mocked  (imperf.) 
him,  beating  him, 
and  having  covered 
him,  they  asked  (im- 
perf) him  saying, 
Prophesy,  who  is  it 
that  struck  thee?  And 
many  other  things, 
reviling,  they  said 
against  him." 


(i)  (d)  Who  mocked  Jesus  ? 

[487  (i)  {a)\  Before  investigating  the  origin  of  Matthew's 

/  and  Luke's  "  who  is  it  that  struck  thee  ?  "  the  context  must 

be  carefully  examined.     And  the  first  question  that  presents 

itself  is.    Who  mocked  Jesus   before  the  sentence  of  death 

pronounced  by  Pilate  ? 

Here,  Mark  replies  "  some,"  and  "  the  officers."  Matthew 
— who  has  recently  mentioned  the  Sanhedrim  —  now 
describes  the  mockers  as  "  they  "  (expressed,  not  by  a  pro- 
noun, but  by  a  verb  in  the  third  person  plural),  and  then 
as  (?)  "  others  "  {ol  8e).  Luke  says  here  "  the  men  that  were 
guarding  (a-vvexovres:)  him."     Later  on,  Luke,  and  he  alone, 

^  [486a]  (R.V.  txt.)  "Received  him  wth  blows  of  their  hands,"  (lairlfffiaffiv 
airhv  IXa^ov,  is  satisfactory  as  a  popular  rendering  ;  but  it  does  not  express  the 
fact  that  the  Greek  is  as  harsh  as  it  would  be  in  Shakespeare  to  say  "I  took  him 
with  a  box  on  the  ear  "  instead  of  "  I  took  him  a  box  on  the  ear."  Many  MSS. 
of  course  alter  fKa^ov  into  ?^a\oy  (a  common  variation  in  the  LXX) :  but  the 
genuineness  of  fKapov  is  confirmed  by  many  considerations  and  especially  by  Acts 
of  John,  ch,  iv.  ri  d  pa-irLa-fxaaii>  fie  ?Xa/3es;  Dr.  J,  B.  Mayor  suggests  to  me, 
as  a  parallel,  Plaut.  Aulul.  iv.  4.  3  "  miseris  accipiam  modis." 
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[487] 


(xxiii.  1 1 )  describes  a  "  setting  at  nought  "  by  "  Herod  with 
his  soldiers." 

John  describes  Jesus  as  receiving  a  "  blow  "  from  "  one  of 
the  officers  "  while  being  examined  by  the  high  priest,  and  as 
being  scourged,  and  arrayed  in  a  purple  robe  and  crown 
of  thorns  by  Pilate,  and  as  receiving  "  blows "  from  "  the 
soldiers."  ^ 

(i)  (/9)  and  (7)  The  Evangelic  use  of  "  some"  "  otJiers  "  etc. 

[487  (i)  (y3)]  The  differences  suggest  that  in  the  Original 
there  was  some  obscurity  about  the  personality  of  the 
perpetrators  of  these  insults.  Compare  the  answer  of  the 
disciples  when  Jesus  asked  them  "  who  do  men  say  that 
I  am  ?  "  - 


Mk.  viii.  28. 

«  But  they  (pi  Be) 
(lit.)  said  to  him  say- 
ing that  (otl)  ^John 
the  Baptist^  and 
others  Elijah^  but 
others  that  {pri)  One 
of  the  prophets  .  .  .' " 


Mt.  xvi.  14. 

"  But  they  (ot  Se) 
said,  '  Some  (ot  yi,kv) 
John  the  Baptist^  but 
others  Elijah,  but 
others-again  (erepoLf 
Jeremiah  or  one  of 
the  prophets:" 


Lk.  ix.  19. 

"But  they  (ot  U) 
answering  said,  ''John 
the  Baptist,  but 
others  Elijah,  but 
others  that(oTt)  Some 
prophet  of  the  ancients 
hath  risen  up:  "  * 


*  Jn.,  in  both  cases  (xviii.  22,  xix.  3),  has  "gave  a  blow  (or,  blows)  with  the 
flat  of  the  hand:^  using  the  same  noun  (pairiff/ia,  lit.  "slap"  (492-3))  as  that  in 

Mk.  But  R.V.  (txt.)  has,  in  Jn.,  "struck  him  with  hts  hand  (or,  their  hands):' 
but  in  Mk.,  "received  him  with  blows  of  their  hands"  thereby  concealing  the 
identity  of  the  noun.  The  blows  and  other  insults,  in  Jn.,  precede  the  sentence 
of  death  pronounced  by  Pilate  in  Jn.  xix.  16. 

"  In  what  follows,  the  words  of  "men,"  as  reported  by  the  disciples,  are 
italicized,  in  order  to  save  a  third  set  of  inverted  commas.  It  is  important  to 
notice  that  the  disciples  are  not  reporting  their  own  opinion,  as  Winer  (487  (J)  0^)  b) 
appears  to  assume. 

'  [487  (i)  (/3)  d\  "  Others-again  (fre/xk) " :  this  word,  when  contrasted  with 
dXXot  ("  others"),  implies  "others  of  a  different  sort." 

*  [487  (i)  (/3)  b]  On  the  use  of  ol  di  in  Lk.  ("but  they  (6i  W)  answering") 
Winer  (§  iii.  18,  p.  131)  says,  "In  Lk.  ix.  19  oi  ii  would  regularly  refer  to  the 
nadrfral  mentioned  in  the  preceding  verse,   and  would  indicate  that  alt  [the 
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Matthew's  "  some  "  is  here  required  by  the  sense.  The 
repetition,  "said  saying"  is  very  unusual  in  Mark.^  The 
Hebrew  given  by  Delitzsch  in  Matthew  for  "  some  say  "  is 
•'  some  (lit.  there-are-some)  (dt)  saying."  The  facts  suggest 
that  this,  preceded  by  "they  said,"  was  also  the  Hebrew 
original  of  Mark,  and  that  "  some  "  was  dropped,  or  replaced 
by  "  to  him,"  so  as  to  result  in  "  they  said  to  him  saying 
that  .  .  ."" 

[487  (i)  (7)]  Compare  also  the  remarks  in  John  (ix.  8,  9) 
uttered  by  the  neighbours  of  the  man  born  blind  :  "  The 
neighbours,  therefore,  and  those-who-[used-to]-behold  (ot 
Oecopovpre^)  him  before  .  .  .  began  to  say,  '  Is  not  this  he 
that  used  to  sit  and  beg?'  (R.V.)  OOurs  (JaKKoC)  began-to- 
say  that  (ort)  'This  is  he.'  (R.V.)  Otiurs  (aXXot)  began- 
to-say  '  No,  but  it  is  like  him.' "  Here  the  sense  seems 
to  require  that  the  two  classes  called  by  R.V.  "  others " 
should  be  included  in  the  class  previously  mentioned,  who 
"  used -to -behold."  For,  if  they  had  not  thus  "beheld" 
him,  how  could  they  say  "  it  is  he,"  or  "  it  is  like  him "  ? 

disciples]  returned  the  answer  which  fullows  ;  but  from  dXXot  8i  .  .  .  4X\ot  W,  it 
is  clear  that  it  was  given  by  a  part  only." 

The  context  shews  that  ol  Si  does  mean  a// the  disciples,  in  Lk.,  as  in  Mlc.-Mt. 
They  all  "  answered  "  Jesus,  stating  the  several  opinions  of  the  people.  Lie's 
meaning  —  as  an  answer  to  the  question,  "Who  do  the  multitudes  say  that  I 
am?" — might  be  paraphrased  thus:  "[The  multitudes  say,  mostly,]  John,  but 
others  [of  the  multitudes  say]  Elijah  ..."  Lk.  simply  follows  Mk.  in  omitting 
"Some  say,"  or  "Most  say,"  before  "John  the  Baptist."  The  Gospel  perhaps 
tacitly  contrasts  the  readiness  of  all  the  disciples  to  report  what  the  multitudes 
said  about  Jesus  with  their  silence  (broken  by  Peter  alone)  when  Jesus  added, 
' '  But  who  say  jre  that  I  am  ?  " 

'  [487  (i)  (/3)  c]  The  only  other  instance  of  "said  saying"  in  Mk.  is  Mk. 
Aii.  26  irwj  etvev  airQ  6  6e6s  \4yuv,  before  a  quotation  from  Scripture. 

'^  [487  (i)  (/3)  d]  The  phrases  "some  said,"  "others  said,"  are  very  rare  in 
O.  T.  But  in  Neh.  v.  2-4  they  occur  with  a  combination  of  the  relative  and  the 
participle,  thus :  "  [There-were]  some  who  [were]  saying  (onoK  -yvH  v),"  ^<rav, 
or  eMf,  rives  X^opres,  thrice  repeated.  "Jeremiah"  (.tot),  in  Mt.  xvi.  14, 
might  be  a  corruption  arising  from  (Delitzsch)  d'tdk  onnK  :  but  more  probably  it 
springs  from  some  gloss  (Deut.  xviii.  15,  Acts  iii.  22)  containing  Dip,  with  on  and 
other  variants,  resulting  in  Lk.  (cj)  dpxalcov  (mp)  (og)  dvia-Ti)  (oip).  Dan.  ix.  2 
(LXX)  iyeipai  probably  conflates  "Jeremiah"  as  on. 
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Probably  therefore  "  others  .  .  .  others "  should  be  con- 
nected with  the  preceding  class  and  rendered,  as  often 
in  Greek  and  Latin,  "  some "  and  "  others,"  the  meaning 
being,  in  effect,  "  Those  who  knew  the  man  well  began  in 
amazement  to  ask  one  another  whether  this  was  not  the 
blind  man  ;  and  some  [of  theni]  said  positively  that  it  was, 
others  [o/t/tem]  that  it  was  like  him."  ^ 


(i)  (8)  "  dut  they  {pi  Be),"  when  used  for  "  but  others  " 

[487  (i)  (8)]  The  Greek  article  (ot),  with  U  (Be  meaning 
"  but "  or  "  in  the  second  place  "),  can  be  used  without  a  noun, 
in  two  senses  : — (i)  antithetically,  after  the  article  with  fiev 
(fiiv  meaning  "  in  the  first  place  ").  Thus  used,  in  opposition 
to  "  some  in  the  first  place,"  it  means  "  others  in  the  second 
place,"  i.e.  "  but  others." 

(ii)  Without  this  antithesis,  ot  Be  must,  as  a  rule,  refer  to 
a  class  just  mentioned,  and  must  mean  "  but  they,"  i.e.  the 
people  last  mentioned. 

Sometimes,  however — even  where  there  is  no  antithesis, 
and  where  oi  Be  ought  strictly  to  mean  "  but  they  " — it  is  used 
to  mean  "  but  others,"  loosely,  as  follows  :  "  The  captives 
.  .  .  had  gone  to  Decelea  [,  or  rather,  I  should  have  said, 
some  and  indeed  most  of  them]  dut  others  {pi  Be)  to  Megara."  ^ 
This  construction,  which  is  extremely  rare,  appears  to  be 
limited  to  instances  where  an  exception  is  added  as  an  after- 
thought. There  are  only  two  instances  of  it  alleged  by 
Winer  from  N.T.  Both  are  in  Matthew.  One  of  these 
(xxvi.  67)  is  now  under  consideration.  The  other  will  be 
mentioned  in  the  next  paragraph. 

^  SS  and  the  Arabic  Diatessaron  also  render  it  thus,  and  so  does  the  English 
Authorized  Version. 

■  See  Jelfs  Gk.  Gr.  §  767.  2,  quoting  Xen.  Hell.  i.  2.  14  given  above,  and 
Xen.  Cyr,  iv.  5.  46  6/>are  Xvirovi  5ffoi  i)fuv  irdpeiiriv  [i.e.  ol  ftiv  xXuffToi  IjSr)  Tdporrer] 
oJ  Si  TpoaiyovTai. 
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(i)  (c)  "  but  some  doubted" 

[487  (i)  (e)]  These  words  occur  in  Matthew's  account  of 
the  Resurrection,  "  But  the  eleven  disciples  went  to  Galilee 
to  the  mountain  where  Jesus  [had]  made  appointment  for 
them.  And  having  seen  him  they-worshipped,  but  some  (?) 
(ot  li)  doubted."  ^  Concerning  this  remarkable  and  import- 
ant statement  Winer  says,  "  We  have  first  the  general 
statement  .  .  . :  that  this,  however,  refers  only  to  the 
greater  part  is  clear  from  the  words  which  follow  [?>.  but 
some  doubted]."  But  (i)  in  dealing  with  so  small  a  number 
as  "  eleven,"  is  it  likely  that  Matthew  would  make  a  "  general 
statement "  that  was  not  true,  omitting  the  fact  that  at  least 
two  out  of  eleven  "  doubted  "  and  then  adding  it  as  an  after- 
thought without  telling  us  whether  the  doubters  were  two, 
or  more  than  two  ?  There  are  circumstances,  in  the  context 
and  elsewhere,  that  suggest  that  the  text  may  be  corrupt, 
and  that  "  some  "  does  not  mean  "  some  of  the  eleven."  '^ 

(i)  iX)  M^'  "  but  others  (ol  Be),"  as  used  here 

[487  (i)  iX)\  Returning  to  the  account  of  the  Passion, 
and  to  Matthew's  peculiar  phrase  ("  but  others ")  we  note 

^  Mt.  xxviii.  i6,  17  o\  bh  ivbiKO.  fMOr/ral  ivopevOr^cav  «/j  tijv  FaXiXa/af  eZi  t6 
<(pos  oO  iri^aro  avroii  6  'Ii/coOy,  koL  ISdvret  avrbv  irpoatK'uvriffav,  ol  di  iSlffraaav.  SS 
is  lost.     Arab.  Diatess.  has  "  but  there  were  of  them  who  doubted." 

^  [487  (i)  (e)  a]  (i)  "The  eleven"  is  never  used  with  "disciples"  except 
here  (it  occurs  absolutely  in  Mk.-App.  xvi.  14,  Lk.  xxiv.  9,  33,  Acts  ii.  14,  and 
with  "apostles  "  in  Acts  i.  26).  (2)  "  And,"  either  in  Heb.  (-1),  or  in  Gk.  (koI), 
could  easily  be  dropped  (especially  in  Gk.  here,  koU  coming  after  -xa) :  so  that 
the  original  might  have  been  "The  eleven  and  [  ]  disciples,"  the  blank  con- 
taining some  number.  (3)  In  Gk.,  ^aav  may  have  originally  existed  in  the  text, 
and  may  easily  have  been  dropped  after  •■qaav.  If  so,  the  orieinal  Greek  might 
be  Ijffav  di  ot,  i.e.  "  but  tAere  were  some  [present,  not  the  eleven]  who  doubted." 
(4)  The  passage,  regard  being  had  to  the  context,  reminds  one  of  i  Cor.  xv.  6 
"  but  some  are  fallen  asleep  (Delitzsch  mv)."  The  verb  njp,  "  sleep,"  means  also 
to  be  "changeable,"  "fickle"  {e.g.  Prov.  xxiv.  2i),  and  it  is  possible  that  the 
tradition  rightly  taken  by  St.  Paul  (i  Cor.  xv.  6)  as  "  but  some  slept  "  may  have 
been  misunderstood  by  the  originator  of  Mt.'s  tradition  as  meaning  "but  some 
oscillated,  or  doubted." 
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that  he  connects  it  with  (lit.)  "  smiting  with  the  flat  of  the 
hand,"  a  vernacular  phrase  that  can  only  be  expressed 
exactly  by  the  English  word  "  slapping."  Mark  assig^ns 
this  act  to  officers,  but  connects  the  noun  "  slap,"  in  a  very 
extraordinary  way,  with  the  verb  "  take "  ("  took  him  with 
slaps  ").  John  assigns  the  act  to  "  one  "  of  "  the  officers  " 
who  gave  Jesus  a  "  slap "  while  He  was  being  examined 
by  the  high  priest.  Luke  omits  the  word  "  slap."  But  we 
shall  find  hereafter  that  it  meant  a  blow  inflicted  in  mockery^ 
and  Luke  here  assigns  the  act  of  "  beating  with  mockery  " 
(lit.  "  they  kept  mocking  him,  beating ")  to  "  the  men  that 
were  guarding  him." 

We  cannot  feel  sure  of  the  exactness  of  the  parallelism 
between  Luke  and  Mark,  because  the  former,  who  omits 
"  spitting  "  here,  may  be  paraphrasing  that  word  in  his  word 
"  mocking  "  :  ^  but  a  comparison  of  the  four  Gospels  makes 
it  reasonable  to  take  as  a  working  hypothesis  the  view  that 
there  may  be  a  confusion  between  Mark's  "  some  {rives;) " 
(which  he  may  have  conflated  in  the  word  "  take "), 
Matthew's  "others  (ot  Be)"  John's  "one,"  and  Luke's 
"guarding."  If  therefore  Biblical  Hebrew  presents  some 
word  meaning  (i)  "guard,"  but  also  meaning  (2)  "take," 
and  capable  of  being  easily  confused  with  (3)  "some,"  and 
with  (4)  "  others "  (in  the  phrase  "  but  others "),  there  will 
be  a  considerable  probability  that  such  a  word  represents 
the  common  Hebrew  original  of  all  these  traditions. 

Delitzsch  gives,  as  the  Hebrew  of  Luke's  "  guard,"  the 
word   771 N,   i.e.    "  grasp,"  "  take   hold    of"      Now   this   word 

'  [487  (i)  (D  o]  There  may  be  also  Greek  confusion.  Comp.  Job  xvi.  10 
"they  have  smitten  (lan)  my  cheek  ("nS)  (iranaiy  /xt  elt  tA  76i'oro,"  "he  has 
smitten  me  on  the  knees"  where  "on  the  cheek  (eicCiArONA)"  must  have 
been  corrupted  to  eiCTArONA,  and  then  701'a  (a  form  once  found  in  A,  I  K. 
viii.  54)  was  completed  as  ybvara.  Possibly  (but  not  probably,  because  of  the 
rarity  of  ^Tifw)  txaiatv  is  a  corruption  of  epawKTOLv.  In  Judg.  xvi.  25  "he  made 
sport,"  LXX  conflates  (a\)  {frai^cf  with  (oj)  ipdri^of,  where  A  omits  ai,  and 
substitutes  ^frcu^>r  for  a,. 
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(Gesen.  Oxf.)  is,  in  Aramaic,  ^^^4,  i.e.  "  one,"  and  it  is  con- 
fused with  the  latter  (according  to  R.V.)  in  the  Hebrew  text 
of  a  passage  in  Chronicles,  besides  being  confused  with 
this  and  similar  words  in  the  Greek  text  of  this  and  other 
passages  of  O.T.^ 

Let  us  suppose,  then,  that  the  original  Hebrew  stated, 
in  connection  with  the  examination  of  Christ  by  the  high 
priest,  that  "  ^Aose  who  were  holding  Jesus  in  custody  began 
to  mock  him."  Luke,  translating  the  verb  (in^)  correctly, 
placed  the  act  before  the  examination.  Mark  took  the 
word  to  be  the  rare  plural  of  thn  "one,"  and  to  mean 
"  certain  persons,"  or  "  some  few,"  D'^iriN  ;  and  he  placed  the 
insults  after  the  examination,  but  not  so  as  to  commit  him- 
self to  the  statement  that  the  examiners  themselves  insulted 
Jesus. 

But,  in  a  conflation,  Mark  returned  to  the  correct 
Hebrew  (inN),  understanding  it  however  not  as  "  grasp " 
but  as  "  take,"  and  hence — giving  a  literal  translation  that 
may  have  coincided  with  some  rare  vernacular  Greek  idiom 
now  lost — he  presents  us  with  the  extraordinary  expression 
"  took  him  with  blows."  ^ 

Matthew's  opening  words  ("then  they  spat")  indicate 
that  the  insulters  were  the  persons  mentioned  in  the 
previous  verse,  i.e.  the  members  of  the  council  ("  They 
answered  and  said.  He  is  worthy  of  death  ").     His  "  then  "  (tm) 

>  [487  (i)  (f)  b\  I  Chr,  xxiv.  6.  The  Heb.  has  "one  father's  house  being 
taken  for  Eleazar  and  (lit.)  taken  taken  for  Ithamar,"  R.V.  has  ''one  taken," 
LXX  "<?«<?  one  (efs  els),"  in  both  cases.  Comp.  Gen.  xxiv.  56  "Hinder  (nnK)" 
Kwrixete,  where  LXX  probably  reads  ^m  (which  =  (li)  Karixu,  whereas  inK  is 
nowhere  else  thus  rendered),  Zech.  xi.  14  "brotherhood  (mn»«),"  /cardirxfffu' 
(leg.  nintt).     Esdr.  viii.  79  has  ixofres  (leg.  tnK)  =  Ezr.  ix.  10  "after  (nnK)." 

^  [487  (i)(f)f]  The  word  tnn  when  rendered  (5)  \afipdvfip,  is  mostly  applied 
to  panic  "taking"  people.  But  it  is  used  in  Job  xvi.  12  to  signify  "taking  by 
the  neck,"  where  LXX  has  "taking  by  the  hair."  It  will  be  found  that  the 
only  Hebrew  word  rendered  "slap"  by  the  LXX  really  meant  "pulling  out  the 
hair."  As  regards  the  possibility  of  a  Greek  phrase  "  take  with  slaps,"  see  the 
quotation  from  Suidas  below  (4923). 
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may  be  a  corruption  of  the  original  "rnw,  "  take,"  or  "  guard."  * 
But  when  (perhaps  conflating  it)  .he  connects  thn  with  the 
verb  "  slap,"  instead  of  repeating  Mark's  extraordinary  phrase 
"  took  him  with  blows,"  he  regards  "  taking,"  D-mN,  as  an  error 
for  D''"TnN,  "  some."  Having,  however,  previously  described 
one  outrage,  the  "  spitting,"  he  now  writes  as  though  "  some  " 
perpetrated  that  and  "  some  "  this.  Hence,  he  allows  him- 
self to  use  ol  Be,^  forgetful  of  the  fact  that  ol  fiev  does  not 
precede,  or,  perhaps,  transposing  the  clause  bodily  in  Greek, 
without  alteration,  from  a  tradition  like  those  in  the  Acta 
Pilati  and  Pseudo-Peter,  where  oi  Be  actually  occurs.* 

Later  Evangelists,  finding  a  tradition  that  "certain 
persons  (onnN),"  or  "  (men)  guarding  (D^m^),"  mocked  or 
smote  Jesus,  might  be  influenced  by  the  fact  that  the  former 
plural  (lit.  "  ones  ")  is  of  very  rare  occurrence  in  O.T.,  and  is 
never  used  partitively.*  If  the  two  were  conflated,  it  would 
be  natural  to  take  the  final  -D  of  "  ones  "  as  meaning  "  from," 
or   "  of,"    so   as    to   make   the    meaning   "  one   of   the   men 

'  [487  (i)  (f)  d]  This  would  be  more  probable  if  rire,  "  then,"  were  often 
found  in  the  LXX  as  an  error  for  other  words.  But  it  seems  to  be  rare.  Comp., 
however,  an  apparent  Heb.  error  in  i  K.  ix.  26  "a  navy  of  ships  ('j»<)"  =  2  Chr. 
viii.  17  "  then  (jk),"  and  Cant.  viii.  10  "  then  (jk),"  iyd)  (leg.  ']«).  Tire  only  once 
(Lev.  xxii.  7)  =  -inK  (which  (487  (i)  (i)  b)  is  liable  to  be  confused  with  jnn). 

'■*  [487  (i)  (f)  «]  This  is  more  probable  than  that  ol  niv  should  have  dropped 
out  by  Gk.  corruption  between  rbre  and  iviirTvaav.  For  why  should  it  drop  out 
here  any  more  than  in  Ml.  xvi.  14  (487  (i)  (/3))?  D  has  dXXot  5^  for  Mt.'s  oi 
it,  SS  "  and  others  smote  him  on  the  cheeks." 

*  [487  (i)  (f)  /]  Later  traditions  of  the  insults  after  Pilate's  condemnation 
subdivide  the  insulters.  Acta  P.  (B)  x.  i  "The  Jews  began  to  beat  (tvxtuv) 
Jesus,  some  (ol  fUv)  with  staves,  sonu  (oi  ii)  with  hands,  some  (oi  Si)  with  feet ; 
but  some  even  (oi  Si  Kal)  kept-spitting  on  his  face,"  Gosp.  Pet.  §  3  **  But  they 
{ol  Si)"  [referring  to  a^otj  mentioned  in  §  i]  *'  having  taken  the  Lord  .  .  .  And 
a-certain-one  (rtf)  of  them  having  brought  a  crown  of  thorns  .  .  .  and  others- 
again  (trtpoi)  .  .  .  kept-spitting  on  his  eyes,  and  others  (4XXot)  smote -with-the- 
jMilms-of-their-hands  {ipivKsay)  his  cheeks:  otiurs-again  (trepoi)  kept-pricking 
him  with  a  reed,  and  certain-persons  (rtrej)  began-to-scourge  him." 

♦  [487  (i)  (f)  g]  The  pi.  of  inK  occurs  only  5  times  in  O.T.  LXX  omits  it 
(I)  (probably  dropping  If  in  Ezek.  xxxvii.  17  iaoyrai  [ti>]  if  r%  x"P^  <''<»'')»  *"d 
renders  it  wrongly  in  Dan.  xi.  20  "few  days  (onnn),"  LXX  ^ffxiraii  (leg.  onnK). 
Thcod.  iKtlfois.  Whatever  may  have  intluced  so  accurate  a  translator  as  Theoti. 
to  render  it  '*  those,"  the  fact  shews  that  the  word  presented  difficulties. 
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guarding."     This  tradition — in  the  form  "  one  of  the  officers, 
who  was  in  attendance  " — has  been  adopted  by  John. 

(i)  (17)   Conclusion 

[487  (i)  (i;)]  In  conclusion,  the  facts  about  Matthew's 
use  of  oi  he  indicate  that  it  is  not  an  idiomatic.  Greek  usage 
such  as  has  been  quoted  from  Xcnophon,  but  that  it  arises 
from  a  general  confusion  of  the  context  in  the  Original, 
and,  not  improbably,  from  the  insertion,  in  Matthew's  text, 
of  a  clause  that  presupposes  a  previous  mention  of  "  some." 

Also,  it  is  probable,  both  for  linguistic  and  for  historical 
considerations,  that  Luke  has  preserved  the  truth  as  to 
the  perpetrators  of  the  outrages.  Historically,  it  is  more 
likely  that  the  "  guards,"  than  that  the  chief  priests,  or  any 
of  the  Sanhedrim,  should  have  smitten  Jesus  with  their 
hands  immediately  after,  or  before,  the  trial.  Linguistically, 
it  is  more  probable  that  the  comparatively  rare  word 
"  guard,"  "  take,"  or  "  hold  fast  (inw),"  should  be  corrupted 
to  "  one  (inw),"  or  "  some,"  than  the  contrary.^ 

(ii)  {Mk.)  "  to  spit  upon  him"  (Mt.)  "spat  on  his  face" 
(Lk.)  "  mocked  him  " 

[488]  Comparing  this  with  Christ's  final  prediction 
about  the  Passion  we  find  that  there  Mark  and  Luke  insert 
"spitting,"  while  Matthew  (xx.  19)  omits  it  But  all  three 
there  insert  "  mocking,"  which  Luke  alone  inserts  here.* 

'  [487  (i)  {i\)  a\  SS,  in  Mt.  xxvi.  67,  has  'Uhen  they  took  him  and  spat  in  his 
face."  This  could  be  explained  if  the  writer  was  restoring,  and  conflating,  an 
original  thn,  "take,"  which  Mt.  had  rendered  "  then"  (ik). 

'  [488a]  There  are  two  previous  predictions.  •  But  the  final  one  contains  the 
following  divergences :  Mk.  x.  34  ifiiral^ovatv  oirry  Kal  ifiirT'daovciv  (DL  (vittv- 
^ov<nv) . . .  fjMffTiyiiffovfftv  . . .  diroKrevovffii',  Mt.  xx.  19  ehrb  4fj.iraT^ai  Kal  fiaffriywaai 
Kal  a-Tavpwtrai,  Lk.  xviii.  32,  33  Kal  ifiiraixO^fferai  Kal  v^piaO-qarrai  Kal  ifivrvaOifia-erai. 
Kal  fiaffriydjo-aures  diroKrepouffip  airrbv.  Here  Lk.'s  "shall  be  outraged  and  spit 
upon"  suggests  a  conflate  of  the  Hebrew  word  for  "spit." 

In  Mk,  X.  34,  SS  has   "scourge  .  .  .  spit  in  his  face  .  .  .  kill,"  D   omits 
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Since  Luke  represents  Jesus  Himself  as  predicting  the 
"  spitting,"  he  can  hardly  have  omitted  it  here  owing  to  a 
feeling  that  the  detail  was  revolting.  But  the  Hebrew  word 
is  rare,  and  therefore  liable  to  be  corrupted.  Some  corruption 
may  have  caused  Matthew's  omission  of  it  above  (xx.  19) 
and  Luke's  omission  of  it  here.  The  verb  occurs  in  only 
three  passages  of  O.T.^  In  one  of  these  it  is  rendered  by 
Codex  A  "draw  near."  In  another  passage  where  the  noun 
occurs,  the  R.V.  gives  "  spit  at  the  sight  of  me "  as  a 
marginal  alternative  to  "  spit  in  my  face."  ^  A  similar 
doubt  here  between  the  two  meanings  might  induce  a 
translator  of  a  Hebrew  Gospel  to  give  a  general  translation 
such  as  "  mock."  But  the  passage  in  O.T.  most  likely  to 
influence  Evangelists  is  the  prediction  of  Isaiah  that  the 
Servant  of  Jehovah  would  not  hide  His  face  "  from  shames  " 
(a  word  mostly  meaning  "  reproaches ")  "  and  spitting." 
This  the  LXX  renders  "  the  shame  of  spittings,"  which 
exaggerates  the  stress  laid  on  "spitting."^  But  others, 
considering  that  the  expression  meant  "  shames  as  of 
spitting,"  that  is  to  say,  not  words,  but  revolting  acts,  might 

"  scourge  and  kill "  (an  omission  that  cannot  be  explained  by  homoiotcL), 
Diatess.  has  "treat  shamefully,  scourge,  spit  in  his  face,  humble,  crucify,  and 
slay"  (where  Editor  notes  "humble"  as  "an  obscure  expression,"  perhaps  a 
"repetition  of  the  preceding  clause").  D  makes  no  sense,  unless  we  suppose 
evvTv^ovaiv  to  be  an  irregular  future  of  burrita,  or  to  represent  an  original 
"crucify"  (?  €viri\'iQvai.v).  Aqu.  renders  vp«,  one  of  the  Hebr.  words  that  might 
be  used  to  express  crucifixion,  di'oir^fat. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Mt.  alone  represents  Christ  as  predicting  His  death  by 
crucifixion.  Had  Lk.  accepted  such  a  tradition  he  could  hardly  have  failed  to 
insert  it.  The  facts  suggest  that  Mt.  has  here  read  some  Hebrew  word  that 
meant  "  spit"  as  meaning  "  pierce,"  "  nail,"  or  something  implying  "crucifixion." 

*  Numb.  xii.  14,  Deut.  xxv.  9.  In  I^v.  xv.  8  "spit  (pr)  upon  him,"  ih.¥  Si 
TpovauXliro,  A  has  rpoaeyylcri  (?  leg,  3np«,  or  Gk.  corr.).  In  the  present  passage 
(Mk.  xiv.  65,  and  parall.),  no  Gospel  has  "draw  near,"  but  Diatess.  has  "some 
of  them  drew  near  and  spat  on  his  face,"  which  suggests  a  conflation. 

"  Job  xxx.  10  "  spit  (lit.  noun  "  spitting,"  p-\)  in  my  face  ('jdd),"  marg.  "  at  the 
sight  of  me,"  which  agrees  liettcr  with  -0,  and  with  context.  But  -o  is  (371  and 
\b%a)  repeatedly  confused  with  -a,  which  would  certainly  mean  "in." 

'  Is.  1.  6  pTi  nioSao,  cU<rxi'»^»  ifurrvafulTUM/.  The  verb  oVa  in  hiph.  =dri/<ij'w 
(l),  KaraXaXa  (i),  drt^iia  (l),  etc. 
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consider  the  two  Hebrew  words  best  rendered  by  one  Greek 
one,  ifiTraCyfuiTa,  which  means  "  mockings  "  in  the  sense  of 
"  practical  jokes."  ^ 

(iii)  (Mk.)  " and  to  cover  his  face  and  to  buffet  him*'  (Aft.) 
" (on  his  face)  and  buffeted  him"  {Lk.)  " beating  him, 
and  having  covered  him  .  .  .  revising " 

[489]  The  word  "  buffet  "  implies  striking  with  the  "  fist," 
as  distinct  from  "  blows  with  the  [flat]  hand "  mentioned 
afterwards.  The  two  words  for  "  fist "  are  similar  (i)  to 
"  cover,"  (ii)  to  "  revilings,"  and  in  one  case  the  Septuagint 
renders  "  revilings "  by  "  blows  with  the  fist"  Codex 
Bezae  is  now  supported  by  SS  as  well  as  by  the  Arabic 
Diatessaron  in  omitting  the  "  covering  of  the  face  "  in  Mark. 
It  may  have  sprung  from  a  mistranslation  of  the  word 
meaning  "  fist"^  But  the  question  is  complicated  by  other 
possibilities  of  misunderstanding  detailed  below." 

*  [488^]  It  is  possible,  however,  that  some  early  Hebrew  variation  may  have 
confused  traditions  about  the  "spitting"  (pn,  pT,  or  pp-\)  with  the  Johannine 
tradition  about  "piercing."  Barnabas,  writing  about  the  scapegoat,  says  (Bam. 
vii.  7)  *•  Mark  ye  how  the  type  of  Jesus  is  made  visible  :  '  And  jr/;/  yc  all  on  it, 
and  pierce  it.'"  This  combines  the  " spitting "  with  Zech.  xiL  lO  "they  shall 
look  on  him  whom  they piercec/ (ipi,  Lexic.  '  fig. curse,  contemn'),"  KaTti)px''^afTo, 
i.e.  "  danced  over,  triumphed  over,  insulted  "  (leg.  ipn).  The  same  word  (ipi) 
is  translated  in  Zech.  xiii.  3  ffv/iiroSlj^ew,  "bind,"  and  in  Is.  xiii.  15  "shall  be 
conquered." 

The  total  of  kindred  confusions  is  considerable  : — Lev.  xv.  8  (quoted  above) 
"spit  (pt)"  (A  irpoffeYYlffji?  leg.  aip)  :  Is.  xl.  15  "dust(pn)"  aUXoi  (leg.  pn):  Ps. 
xxix.  6  "maketh  them  to  skip"  (hiph.  of  -ypn)  \eirrwel  (leg.  as  from  pprt) :  2  S.  vi. 
20  "vain  fellows  (o'pi)"  6pxovftAvuv  (leg.  as  from  npi). 

"^  [489a]  "Fist"  =  (i)  jsn,  which  resembles  nan  "cover."  "Strike  with  the 
fist,"  Ko\atf>l^u>,  does  not  occur  in  LXX,  but  is  found  in  i  Pet.  ii.  20  as  well  as 
I  Cor.  iv.  II,  2  Cor.  xii.  7.  E6Xa0os  is  said  by  Hesychius  to  be  synonymous 
with  K6vdv\os ;  and  Kov8u\l^eiv  occurs  in  LXX  paraphrases  or  additions  in  Amos 
ii.  7,  Mai.  iii.  5. 

"Fist"  =  (ii)  fjnjN.  In  Zeph.  ii.  8,  "revilings,"  or  "  blasphemings "  ('bij)  is 
rendered  by  LXX  KovSv\i<rfiol  (prob.  leg.  ^tniin) ).  Gesen.  Oxf.  (p.  175*)  says 
that  Targums  render  rpm  "  staff." 

*  [489^]  The  tradition  of  "covering  the  face"  in  the  sense  of  "blindfold- 
ing "  may  be  a  misunderstanding  caused  by  blending  the  above-quoted  words  of 
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(iv)    Why  does  Mark  omit  "  Who  is  it  that  struck  thee  "  ? 

[490]  The  Hebrew  interrogative  (T))  of  "  who  struck  ?  " 
might  easily  be  confused  with  the  participial  "D  {i.e.  m-)  of 
"  striking,"  "  a  striker."  Instead  of  "  officers  "  in  Mark,  SS 
reads  "  lictors,"  and  the  Arabic  Diatessaron  "  soldiers."  Now 
part  of  the  duty  of  "the  lictors"  was  to  scourge.  The 
Original  may  have  had  "scourgers"  or  "smiters,"  para- 
phrased by  Mark  as  "officers,"  by  the  Diatessaron  as 
"  soldiers,"  and  translated  by  SS  as  "  lictors." 

The  Original  may  have  alluded,  not  to  Isaiah's  prediction 
"  I  gave  my  back  to  the  smiters  "  (dOd) — for  the  smiting  of 
the  dock,  i.e.  the  scourging,  is  described  later  on  (Mk.  xv.  15) 
— but  to  the  Psalm  describing  how  "  the  adjects  (D'^Dd)  "  (a 
unique  form  of  the  verb  in  the  Hebrew)  "  gathered  together, 
and  I  knew  it  not."  In  the  Psalm,  most  modern  authorities 
agree  with  R.V.  in  taking  "  abjects  "  passively,  as  "  smitten 
(by  God),"  i.e.  reprobates  ;  but  the  LXX  gives  the  same  word 
both  for  "  smiters  "  in  Isaiah  and  for  "  abjects  "  in  the  Psalm, 
viz.    "  scourges,"    probably    meaning    "  people    scourging."  ^ 

Isaiah  (1.  6),  '' sAames  (moSs)  and  spitting,"  with  those  of  the  Messianic  Psalm 
{Ps.  ixix.  7)  "For  thy  sake  I  have  borne  reproach,  shame  (noSa)  Aa/A  covered 
my  face."  Perhaps  an  early  form  of  the  luirrativc  was  to  this  effect,  ambiguous 
without  punctuation  :  *'  They  began  to  spit  on  him  with  shame  his  face  was 
covered."  Mk.,  taking  "with  shame"  to  mean  (as  in  the  LXX)  "the  shame  of 
spitting,"  wrote  "  some  began  to  spit  on  him  and  to  caver  his  face  [lAerewitA,  i.e. 
witA  the  sAame  of  spitting^  never  supposing  that  his  words  could  be  interpreted 
to  mean  "blindfolding."  Mt. ,  interpreting  the  words  as  Mk.  did,  omitted 
"  covering  "  as  ambiguous.  Lk. ,  taking  the  "  covering  "  to  mean  "  blindfolding," 
avoided  the  notion  that  the  words  could  mean  "covered  with  spitting"  by 
expressing  "spitting"  in  a  general  word  "(practical)  mocking"  that  could  cause 
no  ambiguity. 

If  Lk.  is  in  error,  it  would  seem  highly  probable  that  the  tradition  "  Who  is  it 
that  struck  thee?" — which  seems  involved  in  the  tradition  of  "blindfolding" — is 
also  an  error.     But  this  must  be  considered  below  (490-1)- 

*  Is.  1.  6  "  I  gave  my  back  to  (-V)  smiters"  (o'3D),  <ii  m<'<"'«7»i.  Ps.  xxxv.  1$ 
"abjects"  (marg.  "smiters"),  (d'm),  ndcnyet.  No  instance  is  alleged  of  ni<rrt( 
used  (like  naartylat)  to  mean  "one  worthy  to  be  smitten."  As  to  the  Psalmist's 
unique  word,  Gesen.  Oxf.  (p.  646^)  says  "  rd.  prob.  onaj  aliens." 


[491]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


The  Psalmist's  word  is  without  the  participial  -D,  which  the 
Prophet's  word  contains.  Some  marginal  or  (more  probably) 
interlinear  correction,  suggesting  the  form  with  -D  as  more 
correct,  may  have  led  to  the  confusion  of  -d  with  "•d,  and  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  word  was  to  be  taken  interrogatively.' 
[491]  For  instances  of  similar  confusion  there  may  be 
alleged  a  passage  in  Isaiah,  where  the  Revised  text  has 
'•  who  ?  "  but  the  margin  takes  -o  as  a  prepositional  prefix  ; 
and  in  Zephaniah  '^  that -which- is*'  is  rendered  by  the 
Septuagint  **  who  ?  "  '^  On  the  whole  it  seems  probable  that 
Mark — though  abrupt,  obscure,  and  paraphrastic — is  right. 
If  so,  the  original  would  seem  to  have  been  to  this  effect : 
"  They  said  unto  him  that  he  should  prophesy  unto  them 
and  the  lictors,  or  stniters,  or  abjects  .  .  ."  But  the  inter- 
rogative interpretation  of  the  unique  word  "  abjects "  as 
"  Who  [are]  smiting  ? "  would  have  the  advantage  of  har- 
monizing with  the  views  of  those  who  took  the  "  covering  " 
above  mentioned  to  be  a  blindfolding.  Besides,  "  that  he 
should  prophesy  "  (i.e. "  Prophesy  !  ")  and  "  Who  smote  thee  ?  " 
seemed  to  make  an  appropriate  two-fold  object  to  "  they 
said."  Indeed,  Luke's  sense  is  so  complete  that  we  cannot 
feel  sure  that  he  may  not  be  right  and  Mark  wrong.  But, 
in  any  case,  having  regard  to  the  very  large  number  of  other 
Synoptic  passages  where  divergences  can  be  explained  by 
mistranslation,  and  to  the  instances  of  LXX  mistranslations 
of   participles,   interrogatives,   and    other  words    special    to 

^  The  Original  may  have  had  the  Psalmbt's  word  caj.  Then  the  usual  form, 
and  the  one  used  by  Isaiah,  might  l)e  written,  in  part  or  whole,  above  the  line, 
with  the  article,  as  usual,  prefixed  (o'son).  If  this  was  preceded  by  a  word  ending 
with  final  -m,  taken  by  a  hasty  reader  as  the  interrogative,  the  result  would  be 
"  who  [are]  the  [men]  smiting  ?  " 

According  to  Mt.-Lk.  the  preceding  phrase  is  "  Prophesy  /o  us."  In  Reported 
Speech  this  would  be  "  that  he  should  prophesy  to  them  (cnV)."  This  would  give 
a  final  -m  preceding  "smite." 

-  t491a]  Is.  xliv.  24-5  (txt.)  "Who  [is]  with  me  (-nK's)?"  but  marg.  "by 
myself  («nND)";   Zeph.  iii.   18  "burden,"  lit.  ''that  which  is  lifted,"  LXX  tIs 
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this  context,  it  is  probable  that  Matthew's  and  Luke's  agree- 
ment here  against  Mark  is  to  be  explained,  not  by  the 
hypothesis  of  additional  information,  but  by  mistranslation 
in  one  or  other  of  the  Synoptists.^ 

(v)  {^Mk^  "  and  the  officers  took  him  with  blows-with-the-flat- 
of-t/ie-hand"  (Mt.)  om.,  but  has  above  '^ gave-him-blows- 
with-the-fiat-of-the-hand"  {Lk.)  "  and  many  other  things, 
reviling,  they  said  against  him  " 

[492]  As  has  been  said  above,  the  nearest  English 
equivalent  to  Mark's  word  {pdirLo-fia),  as  used  by  Greeks  and 
not  by  JewSy  is  "  slap."  'Vdinafia  is  condemned  by  the 
grammarian  Phrynichus  as  "  not  in  use "  :  and  it  seems  to 
have  been  a  vernacular  word  to  express  a  blow  given  to  shew 
contempt  rather  than  to  pain  or  disable.^  It  is  very  easy  to 
understand  why  the  later  Evangelists  altered  a  word  of  this 
kind.  A  word  like  "  slap  "  might  pass  current  in  a  very 
early  Gospel  written  in  the  language  of  the  common  people  ; 
but  when  the  educated  became  numerous  in  the  Church, 
some  writers  or  editors  of  Gospels  would  naturally  correct  it. 

'  [491<^]  Comp.  Mk.  xiv.  47  "  But  a  certain  one  of  (479-80)  the  attendants" 
with  the  parall.  Lk.  xxii.  49  "shall  we  smite  with  the  sword?"  Here  Dehtzsch 
gives,  for  "shall  we  smite,"  oa-naan,  i.e.  "shall  we  smite  them?"  This  might 
easily  be  confused  with  the  Psalmist's  word  when  preceded  by  the  article,  "  the 
smiters,"  o'ajn.  It  is  certainly  improbable  antecedently  that  a  Hebrew  Gospel 
should  be  so  far  influenced  by  a  single  Biblical  phrase  as  to  use  a  unique  word 
like  D'3i  twice  in  order  to  describe  the  "gathering  of  the  smiters "  against  the 
Messiah.  But  the  possibility  should  be  kept  before  the  mind  in  view  of  further 
evidence  as  to  a  poetic  basis  latent  beneath  tlie  text  of  Mk. 

•  [492^]  Lobeck,  besides  quoting  Phrynichus,  T6  pdirur/xo  oiK  iv  xpfym., 
adds,  from  Suidas,  iieX  Kd^fnjs,  iirl  kc^X^s,  fj  yvddov,  ff  KpoTd<l>ov  •  k6^^v  74/> 
6\rfv  tV  K«pa\7}i>  ai)v  rif  avx^^i  \4yovffi.  Itvii  Si  Kal  (idiriafM  \iyovffi  t6  iTl  Tijt 
yvddov  \afJipdyfiy  rvwrbfievov  Kal  tov  Kpordtpov,  which  indicates  his  doubt  about  the 
precise  meaning.  Suidas  apparently  does  not  use  Xo/i/Sdveii'  as  Mk.  does  here, 
but  means  "to  receive  a  blow  on  one's  cheek."  Harpocration  says,  'Ewl  K6^f>ris 
t4  4irl  riji  yvdOov  i  \4yofuy  iv  n^  pit^  (?  "  in  [common]  life")  (nkna-fia.  Hesychius 
says  (taxlffcu,  (idpSi^  vXij^ai,  i)  d\orj<rai,  apparently  identifying  it  with  (mpSlffcu, 
which  means  "  thresh"  (d\oi}ffcu)  in  Judg.  vi.  11,  Ruth  ii.  17. 


[493]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


[493]  But  then  arises  the  question,  How  comes  it  that 
this  word,  altered  by  Matthew  and  Luke,  is  restored,  thouf^h 
in  a  different  context,  by  John,  the  latest  of  the  Evangelists  ? 

The  answer  is  to  be  found  in  the  LXX,  which  uses  it 
once  and  once  alone.  The  passage  in  which  it  occurs  is 
Messianic,  and  the  Hebrew,  as  rendered  by  R.V.,  is,  "  I  gave 
my  back  to  the  scourgers  and  my  cheek  to  thein-that- 
plucked-off-the-haiK  LXX  "  blows-with-the-flat-of-the-hand."^ 
But  the  Greek  word,  besides  not  being  pure  Greek,  cer- 
tainly does  not  express  the  Hebrew  "  plucking  off  the 
hair."  Luke  may  have  avoided  it  for  either  or  both  of 
these  reasons.  Similarly,  where  Nehcmiah,  according  to 
the  Hebrew,  says  (Neh.  xiii.  25),  "I  smote  some  (lit.  men) 
of  them  and  I  plucked-off-t heir-hair"  the  LXX  has  simply 
"  I  smote  men  among  them." 

But  it  must  also  be  noted  that  Luke  omits  mention  of 
the  "  whipping  "  or  "  scourging  " —  also  a  prophetic  term — 
inflicted  by  Pilate.  Such  an  omission  could  not  be 
justified  by  the  mere  consideration  that  the  physical  aspect 
of  the  Passion  was  in  danger  of  having  too  much  stress 
laid  upon  it.  More  probably  Luke  confused  the  two  words 
*'  scourge  "  and  "  admonish  "  (or  "  reprove  "),  which  are  almost 
identical  in  some  forms.^     But  see  602  (v)-(vi). 

'  [493a]  Is.  1.  6  "to  them  that  plucked  off  the  hair,"  eit  ^wlafuiTa.  A 
pdvifffw.  was  a  mark  of  extreme  conlemin.  But  that  it  might  be  painful,  too,  is 
shewn  by  Ads  of  John  (§4)  "  If  thy  plucking  of  my  beard  in  jest  caused  me  such 
pain,  what  if  thou  hadst  taken  me  with  blows-with-the-flat-of-the-hami,'''  where 
pd-jnafM  is  almost  certainly  copied  from  Mk.  and  used  in  the  Jewish  sense. 

The  verb  {>airL^u},  here  employed  by  Mt.,  occurs  (3)  in  LXX,  Judg.  xvi.  25  (B) 
conflated  with  wal^w,  IIos.  xi.  4  (LXX  mistransl.),  i  Esdr.  iv.  31  (LXX  ins., 
describing  a  queen  as  "slapping"  the  king's  face  in  playful  contempt).  Field 
Ot.  Norvic.  (on  Jn.  xviil  22)  shews  that  the  use  of  pairffw  to  mean  "  strike  with  a 
rod"  is  {a)  ancient  or  (*)  artificially  archaic.  Josephus  i^Ant.  viii.  15.  4)  uses  it 
(parallel  to   l   K.   xxii.   24   fTrdrafe;/  iirX  ttjv  aiaydva)  eii0{/i  (lairiffdelt  vir'  ifiMU 

^  [493^]  Mark  xv.  15  (Mt.  xxvii.  26)  tppayeXKdxras,  (Jn.  xix.  i)  ifuuTTiyuaev. 
Luke  (xxiii.  22)  has  merely  "having  therefore  chastised (iraideiiaas)  him  I  will  let 
him  go,"  and  Luke  does  not  say  that  the  "  chastising  "  took  place.     "  Chastise  " 
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On  the  other  hand,  John  uses  both  the  prophetic  terms, 
"scourging,"  and  "  blow -with -the -flat- of- the- hand."  But 
he  avoids  putting  the  latter  word  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus. 
The  attendant,  he  says,  gave  Jesus  a  pdirLafjui  (or  "  slap  "), 
but  Jesus  replied  "  Why  dost  thou  beat  (Sepet?)  me  ?  " 

•'  Who  "  and  one  form  of  "  why  "  differ  little  in  Hebrew 
or  Greek  :  and  there  would  be  very  little  difference  between 
a  Greek  or  Hebrew  original  "  who  [is]  the  striker  ? "  and 
"  why  [this]  striking  ?  "  or  "  why  didst  thou  strike  ?  "  John 
may  possibly  have  inserted  "  why  dost  thou  beat  me  ? " 
as  a  version  of  the  tradition  that  the  soldiers  said  "  Who 
strikes  thee  ?  "  ^ 


§  66.  {Mk.)  ''was:'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''sat" 

Mk.  xiv.  66.  Mt.  xxvi.  69.  Lk.  xxii.  56. 

"And  while  Peter         "But  Peter  sat''  "But  seeing  him 

was."  sitting." 

It  has  been  suggested  {Cltie,  178-84)  that  the  original 
was  a  word  that  usually  meant,  "  sit "  ;  but  that  it  also 
meant    "  remain,"    "  abide,"    and     here    probably    signified 

might  be  expressed  by  n3'  =  (l)  xatidu,  Prov.  iji.  12  (Ak),  but  LXX  i\iyxfa. 
There  is  a  possibility  of  confusion  between  the  3rd  pers.  fut.  of  *'  scourge  "  (na*, 
from  nai)  and  ny  "admonish."  It  is  possible  that  Luke  used  rotSeiAras  to  mean 
"  having  admonished  \\im."  Comp.  above  (486),  where  Lk.  alone — as  a  possible 
conflation  of  "smiting" — says  (xxii.  65),  "many  other  things  in  their  reviling 
{pXactfnifiodtrres)  they  said  against  him."  B\aff<l>rffieTt>  occurs  in  2  K.  xix.  4  as 
a  rendering  of  ns'  (hiph.) :  and  Lk.'s  ^\aff<lrttfui»  may  be  a  conHate  of  "smiting" 
(naa)  mentioned  both  by  him  and  by  Mk.-Mt.  in  different  forms. 

'  [493^]  Jn.  xviii.  z^^rl  ftx  iiptu  ;  This  is  the  word  used  here  by  Lk.  (xxiL  63) 
to  describe  the  blows  inflicted  on  Jesus  ;  and  it  is  a  word  assigned  to  Jesus  by  the 
.Synoptists  in  the  Parable  of  the  Vineyard.  "Who"  =  td:  "why"  (rarely)  = 
no.  "  Who  (13),"  coming  before  the  article  (-n)  in  "  the  [one]  striking"  (A  roArot) 
would  be  easily  confused  with  "  why  (to)."  But  still  more  easily  would  TICO- 
HAICAC  ("  who  was  the  striker  ?  ")  be  confused  with  TienAiCAC  ("  why  didst  thou 
strike?").  The  letters  c,  o.  and  €  are  frequently  interchanged,  and,  when  they 
come  together,  one  of  them  is  frequently  dropped. 
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"  waiting,"  i.e.  for   the  day-light,  when   it  would    be  lawful 
to  pronounce  the  sentence.^ 


§  67.  Peter's  three  denials 


Mk.  xiv.  70. 

Mt.  xxvi.  72. 

Lk.  xxii.  58. 

"  But     he     again 

"  And    he    again 

"But  Peter  said, 

denied." 

denied  with  an  oath, 
(lit.)  that  I  know  not 
the  wfl«." 

Man^  I  am  not." 

[494]  The  agreement  between  Matthew  and  Luke,  as 
against  Mark,  is  very  slight — especially  as  Mark  himself 
has  "  I  know  not  this  man"  in  the  third  denial — but  it  raises 
important  questions  : — Why  do  the  Evangelists  never  agree 
in  the  words  of  Peter's  three  denials  and  the  three  preceding 
charges  ?  ^    Why  does  John  make  no  mention  of  "  knowing," 


*  [493*^  In  ISCKj  attention  was  called  to  Lk.  xxii.  55,  "having  kindled  around 
(ireptd^aj'Tcs) "  as  having  been  "never  explained."  Possibly  there  is  an  allusion 
to  a  passage  where  Isaiah  describes  those  who  neglect  the  Light  of  Israel  in  order 
to  walk  in  their  own  light  (Is.  1.  Ii)  "Behold  all  ye  that  kindle  a  fire,  that- 
gird-yourselves-about  [with]  (njKo)  firebrands,"  where  the  Oxf.  Gesen.  suggests 
niK  for  njK  so  as  to  substitute  "kindle"  for  "gird  round."  Luke's  wtptdirreu/  is 
exactly  what  one  might  expect  from  a  conscientious  attempt  to  render  literally 
"gird-round  firebrands." 

^  [494a]  R.V.  renders  them  as  follows  : — 


(i)  Mk.  xiv.  67. 
"Thou  also  wast  with 
the     Nazarene,      [even] 
Jesus." 


(ii)  Mk.  xiv.  69. 
'  This     is     [one] 


of 


them.' 


(iii)  Mk.  xiv.  70. 
"  Of  a  truth  thou   art 
[one]  of  them  ;  for  thou 
art  a  Galilaean." 


Charges. 
(i)  Mt.  xxvi.  69. 
"Thou  also  wast  with 
Jesus  the  Galilaean." 

(ii)  Mt.  xxvi.  71. 
"This  man   also  was 
with  Jesus  the  Nazarene." 

(iii)  Mt.  xxvi.  73. 

"  Of  a  truth  thou  also 

art  [one]  of  them  ;  for  thy 

speech  bewrayeth  thee." 
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(i)  Lk.  xxii.  56. 
"This   man   also  was 
with  him." 

(ii)  Lk.  xxii.  58. 
"  Thou  also  art  [one] 
of  them." 

(iii)  Lk.  xxii.  59. 
"  Of  a  truth  this  man 
also  was  with  him  :   for 
he  is  a  Galilaean." 
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and  Matthew  and  Mark  no  use  of  John's  simple  negative, 
"  I  am  not  "  ?  Why  do  those  who  use  "  not  know,"  disagree 
as  to  who,  or  what,  is  "  not  known  "  ?  Why  do  those  who 
use  "  man,"  differ  as  to  whether  it  is  vocative  or  accusative? 
Also,  as  regards  Peter's  questioners,  why  does  Matthew  omit 
the  words  "  Thou  art  a  Galilaean  "  ? 

(i)  The  original  of  the  first  question,  perhaps,  "  Art  thou  also 
\oue^  of  the  friends  of  this  man  ?  " 

[495]  Many  of  the  above-mentioned  divergences  can  be 
explained  by  supposing  the  Hebrew  original  of  the  first  of 
the  three  questions  to  have  been,  very  nearly  as  in  John, 
"  [Art]  thou  also  [one]  of  the  friends  <?/'this  man?"^  John 
has  "  disciples "  instead  of  "  friends."  The  former  would 
seem  more  suitable  to  many  readers  of  the  Gospels,  familiar 
with  the  term  :  but  the  latter  would  be  more  natural  in  the 

Denials. 
(i)  Mk.  xiv.  68.  Mt.  xxvi.  70.  Lk.  xxii.  57. 

"I  neither  know,  nor  "I    know    not     what  "  Woman,  I  know  him 

understand     what     thou       thou  sayest."  not." 

sayest" :  (marg. "I neither 
know  nor  understand  : 
thou,  what  sayest  thou?") 

(ii)  Mk.  xiv.  70.  Mt.  xxvi.  72.  Lk.  xxii.  58. 

*'  But  he  again  denied  "  I  know  not  the  man."  **  Man,  I  am  not." 

it." 

(iii)  Mk.  xiv.  71.  Mt.  xxvi.  74.  Lk.  xxii.  60. 

"  I  know  not  this  man  "  I  know  not  the  man."  "Man,    I    know    not 

of  whom  ye  speak."  what  thou  sayest." 

Tn.  xviii.  17,  25  has  twice  "  I  am  not,"  in  answer  to  the  repeated  question 
"  Art  thou  also  [one]  of  this  man's  (or,  his)  disciples?"  Jn.  xviii.  27,  in  answer 
to  the  question  "Did  not  I  see  thee  in  the  garden  with  him?",  has  "Peter 
therefore  denied  again." 

'  [495a]  Jn.  xviii.  17  Mtj  koX  ab  Ik  rCiv  /juidrfTui'  el  rod  ipdp<Itvov  toOtov; 
"Also"  would  be  represented  by  a:.  This  is  very  rarely  preceded  by  the 
interrogative  (tun),  and,  when  thus  preceded,  it  is  sometimes  mistranslated  (as  in 
Gen.  xvi.  13).  But  even  without  the  interrogative  prefix  it  may,  in  suitable 
context,  introduce  a  question,  as  in  Zech.  viii.  6  "  Also  (01)  in  my  eyes  should-it- 
be-marvellous  (mSd*)  ?  "  m*J  ^ai  ifuirioi'  ifiov  .  .  .  ; 
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mouth  of  the  questioner,  who  would  probably  regard  Jesus 
not  as  a  teacher  but  as  a  ring-leader  of  turbulent  Galilaeans. 
Now,  in  order  to  express  "his  men,"  "his  followers," 
"his  friends,"  "his  bands,"  etc.,  the  LXX  often  uses  the 
prepositional  phrase  "  those  (ot)  with  (jMerd)  him " :  but 
sometimes,  by  omitting  "those,"  it  represents  the  Hebrew 
ambiguously  or  inaccurately.^  So,  here,  we  may  take  as  a 
working  hypothesis  that  there  was  an  original  "  [one]-of-the- 
friends-of  this  man,"  latent  under  the  Synoptic  variations 
("  along-with  (fiera)  him,"  "  with  (<rvv)  him,"  "  [one]  of  them  "). 
As  for  the  additions,  "Jesus,"  "the  Nazarene,"  "the  Gali- 
laean,"  they  look  like  attempts  to  define  the  original  "  him," 
or  "  this  man  "  :  and  it  would  seem  that  Mark  conflates  the 
first  and  second  ;  Matthew,  the  first  and  third  ;  while  Luke 
adheres  to  the  original.  But,  as  we  shall  have  to  recur 
hereafter  to  "  the  Galilaean,"  we  may  here  remark  that 
when  Mark  and  Luke,  later  on,  represent  Peter  as  being 
called  "  Galilaean,"  Matthew  omits  the  word,  and  this  (Mt. 
xxvi.  69)  is  the  only  place  where  the  term  is  applied  to 
Jesus. 

(ii)  "  /  know  not  the  man  " 

[496]  John  gives  twice  as  Peter's  reply,  and  Luke  once, 
"  I  am  not,"  and  John  is  rendered  literally  in  Delitzsch's 
Hebrew  translation,  '•^D'^n.  But  an  Evangelist  writing  a 
Gospel  in  Biblical  Hebrew  would  probably  not  use  this 
phrase.     For  in  three  of  the  very  rare  instances  in  which  it 

^  [495(5]  01  (t(£  etc.)  fjLeTd  =  Gen.  xxiv,  59  "his  men,"  Deut.  xi.  6  "that 
[was]  at-their-feet  "  {i.e.  "  that  followed  them  "),  Josh,  viii,  5  "the  people  that  are 
with  me"  (A  inserts  "people"),  Judg.  viii.  5  "the  people  that  are  at  my  feet" 
(A  "  the  people  that  are  with  me,"  but  LXX  as  Heb.),  Amos  iv.  2  "  your  residue  " 
(A.V.  "posterity"),  Ezek.  xxxviii.  22  "his  hordes,"  Dan.  ii.  13  (also  ii.  18)  "  his 
companions  "  (where  Theod.  has  "  friends,"  but  LXX  "  those  with  him  "). 

The  Oxford  Concordance  shews  where  6  is  used  before  fierd,  but  not  (unless 
there  are  variations  in  the  Gk.)  where  6  is  omitted  contrary  to  the  Heb.  Such 
omissions  occur  in  Judg.  iv.  13  (A),  Judg.  vii.  i  (LXX  om.,  A  ins.  6),  vii.  18 
(LXX  cm.,  A  ins.  ol),  vii.  19  (A  om.),  viii.  4  (A  om.)  etc. 
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occurs,  it  means  "  I  am  no  more."  ^  More  probably,  there- 
fore, the  author  of  the  Hebrew  Logia  would  prefer  to  repeat 
the  predicate,  "  I  am  not  a  friend"  or  "  I  am  not  a  friend  of 
the  man." 

Now  one  I  lebrcw  word  to  express  "  a  friend "  or 
"  familiar  companion " — likely  to  commend  itself  to  the 
writer  of  the  Logia  as  being  frequently  used  in  the  Psalms 
about  the  "familiar  friends"  of  the  Messiah,  and  also  as 
being  used  historically  to  denote  the  courtiers  of  a  king — is 
the  passive  participle  of  the  verb  "  know."  But  the  passive 
participle  is  easily  confused  with  the  active  participle  (which 
is  indeed  once  used  (Job  xix.  13)  for  "an  acquaintance"  or 
"  familiar  friend  ").  Hence  "  I  am  not  a  friend  [of] "  might 
be  interpreted  (according  as  the  object  "man"  was  (i) 
omitted  or  (2)  inserted)  (i)  "I  am  not  one-knowing"  or 
(2)  "I  am  not  one-knowing  the  man!'  ^ 

'  [496fl]  Delitzsch  (for  oi)»c  et'/iti)  gives  simply  'jvk  in  Jn.  xviii.  17  and  25, 
but  Kin  'JK  kS  in  Lk.  xxii.  58.  There  is  perhaps  no  passage  in  the  Bible  that 
would  give  an  exact  Biblical  precedent  for  the  present  passage.  "  I  am  not 
('j1"k)  "  occurs  only  thrice  in  O.T.  without  predicate,  and  then  (Ps.  xxxix.  13,  Job 
vii.  8,  21)  it  means  "  I  am  no  more,"  or,'  "  I  (shall)  have  vanished,"  and  this  is 
also  a  frequent  meaning  in  the  third  person  (Gen.  xxxvii.  30,  i  K.  xx.  40,  etc.). 
On  the  supposition,  therefore,  that  the  Gospels  were  written  (like  the  Hebrew  of 
Ben  Sira)  in  imitation  of  Biblical  language,  it  is  improbable  that  Jn. — who  omits 
a  predicate  after  "  I  am  not" — represents  the  Hebrew  original. 

^  [496/^]  The  participle  (Pu.)  "known"  occurs,  as  a  participle,  only  in  Is. 
xii.  5  ''known  (nyTo)  [be,  marg.  is]  this  in  the  whole  earth,"  LXX  "make  it 
known  (o.va.y-^d'Kart).^''  Elsewhere  it  occurs  as  a  noun  ="  acquaintance,"  e.g. 
Ahab's  (2  K.  x.  11)  "familiar  friends,"  also  Ps.  xxxi.  ii,  Iv.  13,  Ixxxviii.  8,  Job 
xix.  14,  Ruth  ii.  i  (where  Qr.  and  R.V.  ymo  "kinsman").  In  Is.  liii.  3  the 
pass,  participle  (lit.  "known  to"  and  hence  "acquainted  with")  is  rendered 
"■  kttffwing  how  to  bear  (e/5ws  <p4pfii')."  In  Job  xix.  13  "mine  acquaintance 
('yr)"  is  rendered  "they  knew  {fyvuaay)"  and  conflated  with  "my  friends 
{<tH\oi  /Mv)."  In  Job  xix.  14,  "  my  familiar-friends  ('j;td)  have  forgotten  me 
('iinar)"  is  rendered  ''knowing  my  name  (leg.  ar  as  -cv)  have  forgotten  me." 

The  form  of  the  verb  yno  (lit.  "knowing  what?"  and  hence  "what  for?" 
"why?")  is  very  similar  to  pro  "acquaintance"  and  may  possibly  help  to 
account  for  the  marginal  reading  given  by  W.  H.  in  Mk.  (see  497). 
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(iii)  Luke's  vocatives 

[497]  In  Peter's  first  reply,  taking  (i)  "  I  do  not  know  " 
as  the  original,  Mark  appears  to  have  conflated  this  with  a 
completed  form  of  it :  {a^  "  I  do  not  know,"  and  {a^  "  1  do 
not  know,  i.e.  understand,  what  thou  sayest."  But  the 
insertion  of  the  emphatic  pronoun  "  thou,"  and  the  order  of 
the  words,  make  it  possible  that  a^  should  be  read  as  two 
sentences  (punctuated  as  such  by  W.  H.  in  their  margin) : 
(rtg)  "  I  do  not  understand,"  {a^  "  What  dost  thou  (emph.) 
say  ? "  On  the  other  hand,  in  Peter's  third  reply,  Mark 
appears  to  have  taken  (2)  "I  do  not  know  the  man  "  as 
the  original,  but  to  have  defined  the  noun  by  additions, 
"  this  man,  whom  ye  speak  of."  ^ 

Matthew  has,  first,  "  I  do  not  know  what  thou  sayest," 
and  in  the  two  subsequent  denials  "  I  do  not  know  the  man." 

Luke  appears  to  have  found  traditions  based  upon  (2) 
**I  do  not  know  the  man  (©"•Mn),"  but  interpreting  "the 
man  "  vocatively  (since  -n  may  mean  "  O  "  as  well  as  "  the  "). 
Hence  he,  and  he  alone,  has  a  vocative  in  each  denial.     But, 

^  [497a]  'E7r/<rTa^t,  "understand" — the  word  used  by  Mk.  in  "I  neither 
know  nor  understand" — occurs  nowhere  else  in  the  Gospels.  In  the  LXX 
(where  it  almost  always =jn')  it  is  much  rarer  than  oWo,  not  occurring  at  all 
in  Judg.,  S.,  K.,  I  Chr.,  Ezr.,  and  Neh.  It  is  used  rather  frequently  with  a 
negative,  as  here,  to  mean  emphatically  "have  not  a  notion  of,"  "do  not  in 
the  least  understand."  It  is  the  kind  of  word  that  might  be  expected  in  a 
confused  conflation  (as  in  Prov.  xiv.  22).  In  I  Esdr.  viii.  23  it  occurs  twice 
parallel  to  eldivai  in  Ezr.  vii.  25.  Codex  D  has,  in  Mk.  xiv.  68,  ovre  tfniaaaiixu  (sic) 
Ti  \e7ets :  codex  d  has  "  neque  novi  quid  dicis,"  codex  a  "  nee  novi  quern  dicas." 

In  Mt.  xxvi.  70,  D  has  ovk  oiSa  ti  Xeym  ovSe  evicTixiian  (codex  d  is  lost), 
codex  a  has  "  nescio  quid  dicas,"  codex  b,  "  nescio  quid  dicis  neque  intellego." 
There  the  position  of  "quid  dicis"  shews  that  it  is  to  be  rendered  as  if  it  were 
"quid  dicas"  ;  and  the  same  may  be  the  meaning  in  Mt.  as  rendered  by  Corb. 
and  Brix.  "nescio  quid  dicis"  :  but,  grammatically,  it  ought  to  mean  "  I  know 
nothing.     What  sayest  thou  ?  " 

In  Luke,  all  the  Latin  MSS.  make  Peter's  third  denial,  "  nescio  quid  dicis, 
or,  dicas,"  and  D  has  ovk  oida  ti  \eyeis.  Also,  instead  of  the  second  charge  (Lk. 
xxii.  58  "  thou  also  art  [one]  of  them  "),  D  has  "  the  same." 

These  facts  suffice  to  shew  that  the  details  of  the  Petrine  denial  were  confused 
at  a  very  early  period. 
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in  the  first  denial,  as  the  person  addressed  is  a  woman,  he 
has  "  O  woman  (ntDNrr),"  which  closely  resembles  "  man."  ^ 
This  he  seems  to  have  conflated  with  "  him  "  ("  I  do  not 
know  him,  O  woman ").  His  version  of  the  third  denial, 
"  that  which  thou  speakest,"  may  be  the  result  of  Greek  or 
Hebrew  confusion  (tO"^N  "  man  "  being  conflated  as  it&N  "  that 
which,"  or  the  Greek  "  whom "  being  read  as  the  Greek 
"  that  which ")}  But  the  triple  vocative  has  probably  a 
Hebrew  source. 

(iv)  Another  sign  of  translation 

[498]  Where  Mark  and  Luke  have  "for  thou  art  a 
Galilaean"  Matthew  has  "  for  thy  speech  bewrayeth  thee." 
Now  the  Biblical  word  exactly  suited  to  express  the  action 
of  self- exposing,  or  "bewraying" — and  the  word  actually 
used  by  Delitzsch  to  express  it  here  —  is  vhx  "  make 
naked,"  "  uncover."  But  this  word  may  easily  be  confused 
with  'h'hy  "  Galilaean "  :  and  the  two  verbs  nhl  and  hhl 
are  actually  confused  in  two  passages  of  O.T.' 

'  [497^]  The  Vocative,  with  or  without  prefix,  is  frequently  confused  with 
other  cases  by  the  LXX.  Sometimes  the  R.V,  itself  acknowledges  ambiguity,  as 
in  2  S.  xxiv.  23  "  All  this,  O  (-n)  king,  doth  Araunah  give,"  marg.  "  All  this  did 
A.  the  king  give,"  Ps.  Hi.  4  "O  thou  .  .  .  tongue,"  marg.  "[and]  the  tongue"  ; 
comp.  Ps.  cxx.  3  "thou  .  .  .  tongue,"  (LXX)  irp6s  yXucaaf.  For  instances  of 
confusion  between  the  vocative  and  the  accusative,  see  Prov.  xxiv.  15  "  Lay  not 
wait,  O  wicked  [one] "  firi  irpoaayiyri^  iaf^ri.  Is.  xxvii.  12  "  Ye  shall  be  gathered, 
O  sons  of  Israel,"  avvayiytrt  rods  vloin  'IffpaiJX. 

The  vocative  "man"  is  very  rare  and  the  vocative  "woman"  non-existent, 
in  Biblical  Hebrew,  so  that,  if  the  Gospel  was  written  in  that  style,  Lk.  is  almost 
certainly  wrong  here,  as  in  the  Healing  of  the  Paralytic  where  Lk.  alone  has  (v. 
20)  "Man,"  but  Mk.-Mt.  have  "Son"  (259).  For  "man "in  Heb.,  rendered 
"  woman  "  in  Gk.,  see  i  K.  x.  8  "  thy  men"  LXX  "  thy  ivomen." 

*  t497<']  "Whom,"  in  Gk.,  i.e.  on,  when  written  fl,  would  easily  be  con- 
fused with  o,  "that  which."  For  an  instance  of  confusion  of  r'K  "man"  and 
the  relative,  iTN,  in  LXX,  comp.  Is.  xlvi.  11  '^  the  man  of  (wt)  my  counsel," 
TtpX  S}v  Pt^oiiXtvfiat. 

'  [498a]  Comp.  Ps.  xxxvii.  5  "  Commit  (lit.  roll)  ("ySj)  thy  way  unto  the 
Lord,"  where  the  LXX  has  **  uncover  {inroKdXvfov)  thy  way"  (leg.  nSj).  An 
opposite  confusion  is  found  in  i  S.  xiv.  8  "  wc  will  discover  ourselves,"  LXX 
"  roll  ourselves." 
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Probably  the  original  was  "  for  thou  art  a  Galilaean  " — 
the  speaker  assuming  that  any  Galilaean  present  must  be 
on  the  side  of  Jesus.  But  many  readers  of  the  Gospel 
might  be  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  a  Galilaean  was  known 
to  a  southern  Jew  by  his  dialect,  and  some  might  think 
that  the  mere  fact  of  being  a  Galilaean  could  not  be  taken, 
even  by  a  servant  of  the  high  priest,  to  prove  complicity 
with  Jesus.  Hence  might  arise  a  Hebrew  substitution  of  a 
form  of  nhl  for  "hhl,  so  as  to  produce  "  thou  hast  bnvrayed 
thyself,"  that  is,  by  remarks  dropped  in  conversation  with 
the  servants.^  This  seems  to  have  been  adopted  by 
Matthew  in  an  amplified  form  :  but  it  is  not  certain 
whether  "  thy  speech "  means  "  thy  dialect "  or  "  the  sub- 
stance of  what  thou  sayest."  In  any  case  the  divergence 
points  to  a  Hebrew  original."  There  is  also  some  evidence 
indicating  a  fair  probability  that  traditions  from  a  Hebrew 
source  may  have  influenced  John's  version  of  the  third 
question  (Jn.  xviii.  26),  "  Did  not  I  see  thee  in  the  garden?'" 

^  [498^]  The  original  may  have  contained  a  play  on  the  words  "  Galilaean  " 
and  "bewray":  "Thou  hast  bewrayed  thyself,  O  Galilaean,"  which  Matthew 
may  have  taken  as  the  reduplicated  verb  (which  occurs  in  i  S.  ii.  27,  2  S.  vi.  20) 
"uncovering  thou  hast  uncovered  thyself."  Indeed  it  is  just  possible,  but  not 
probable,  that  such  a  reduplication  (a  frequent  source  of  error  in  the  LXX)  was 
the  original  and  that  "  (ialilaean  "  was  an  error. 

"  [498f]  Whenever  Hebrew  corruption  or  obscurity  produces  divergent 
traditions,  the  opportunities  of  Greek  corruption  are  increased.  So  here,  Mt. 
may  have  attempted  to  combine  with  his  version  ("l^ewrayeth  ")  a  modification 
of  Mk.'s  "Galilaean"  by  introducing  rAPrA^i^AloC  ("for  Galilaean")  in  the 
form  of  a  gloss,  (H)r&pA(\AiACOY  ("for  thy  speech").  Comp.  Is.  xvi.  3,  where 
"bewray"  is  rendered  dx^^s  "led  into  captivity,"  a  rendering  that  has  caused 
various  readings.  Two  of  these,  diroKaXvf  ];j  and  d7ro5tu>|pr,  are  from  the  Hebrew : 
but  one,  airapxv^,  is  probably  from  Greek  corruption. 

Perhaps,  also,  some  sense  that  a  tradition  about  "Galilaean"  came  in  some- 
where  in  the  story  of  Peter's  denials,  induced  Mt.  to  insert  the  word  above  (Mt. 
xxvi.  69),  unprecedentedly  applying  it  to  Jesus. 

'  [498^  The  reduplication  of  the  verb  meaning  "bewray,"  presupposed  as  a 
possible  basis  for  Mt.'s  version  of  the  third  question  to  Peter,  occurs  in  I  S.  iL  27 
(lit.)  "  Have  I  uncovering  uncovered  myself?  "  and  in  2  S.  vi.  20 :  and  if  this  tra- 
dition, as  a  rival  to  that  about  "the  Galilaean,"  came  before  Jn.,  it  would  be 
antecedently  not  improbalilc  that  he  might  prefer  some  compromise  that  made 
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§  68.  (Mk.)  (/?.  V.)  "  When  he  thought  thereon;'  {Mt.-Lk.) 
''  having  gone  out " 


Mk.  xiv.  72. 

R.V.  "when  he 
thought  thereon," — 
I.e.  (Ht.)  "having-set 
[his-mind]  on  [-it]  " 
— "he  wept  (so  R.V. 
hut  Mk.  enXaiev  {i.e. 
"  began  -  to  -  weep  "), 
Mt.— T.k.  €K\av<T€v). 


Mt.  xxvi.  75. 

"And,  having  gone 
out  outside,  he  wept 
bitterly." 


Lk.  xxii.  61,  62. 

"  And,  having 
turned,  the  Lord 
looked  on  Peter  .  .  . 
(62)  [And  having  gone 
out  outside  he  wept 
bitterly]."  ^ 


goo<l  sense.  Now  the  word  riVjj  "uncovering"  is  easily  confused  with  njja  "in 
the  garden."  Indeed  the  LXX  actually  substitutes  p  "garden"  (a  shorter  form  of 
the  word)  for  Sj  meaning  "spring"  in  Cant,  iv,  12.  Again,  in  Sir.  xlii.  16  "the 
sun  rising  over  all  things  is  revealed  (nnSjj),"  the  LXX  has  "  over  all  surveyed,  or, 
looked  (iT4^\f\f/e»)."  The  two  errors — in  the  course  of  a  long  period  of  conflict 
and  blending  of  various  Hebrew  traditions — might  possibly  result  in  converting 
"  uruoverinfT  thou  hast  uncovered  thyself"  into  "  in  the  garden  did  I  behold 
thee. " 

[498^]  As  a  minor  point,  it  may  be  mentioned  that  the  Synoptists  all  lay  stress 
on  the  fact  that  one  or  more  of  the  servants  "see,"  or  "look  at,"  or  "gaze 
earnestly  on "  Peter.  Jn.  may  have  omitted  this  in  his  narrative  because  he 
regarded  the  "  seeing"  as  having  taken  place  in  the  garden  and  not  in  the  court- 
yard, and  as  being  mentioned  in  the  dialogue,  not  in  the  narrative.  For  a  LXX 
instance  of  the  transference  of  "seeing"  from  narrative  to  speech  comp.  2  S. 
xiii.  34  "and  he  looked  and  behold  .  .  .,"  where  LXX  adds,  in  a  conflation, 
"  .ind  he  said  '  I  have  seen  .  .  .' " 

[498/]  Other  instances  of  the  interpolation  of  "garden  "  are  Neh.  iii.  16  (lit.) 
"  He  repaired  ...  as  far  as  (np)  against  (njj)  the  sepulchres  of  David,"  LXX  "  as 
far  as  the  garden  (ifi)irou)  of  the  sepulchre  of  David,"  ib.  26  "  as  far  as  against  the 
gate,"  LXX  "as  far  as  the  garden  of  the  gate."  Mt.  xxvii.  61  (Mk.-Lk.  differ) 
.says  that  after  Christ's  death  the  women  were  "sitting  over-against  (axipoMri)  the 
sepulchre."  Now  "  sitting  "  (9)  is  a  very  common  LXX  error  for  "  returning"  ; 
also  "over-against"  (drfVocTt,  Karivavri,  etc.)  very  often  represents  nij ;  and  we 
have  seen  that  in  a  single  |)assage  of  Nehemiah  nj:,  meaning  "over-against,"  is 
twice  mistranslated  "garden."  Hence  it  appears  that  it  would  be  easy  to  take  a 
Heb.  original  of  Mt.  xxvii.  61  as  meaning  "  they  returned  to  the  garden  of  the 
sepulchre."  Jn.  alone  mentions  the  sepulchre  as  being  in  "a  garden,"  and  Mary 
as  taking  Christ  to  be  the  "gardener." 

1 498(4'']  ^  he  context  of  the  passage  in  Nehemiah  above  quoted  suggests  an  origin 


'  W.  and  H.  bracket  the  italicized  words  in  Lk. 
best  Latin  MSS.,  but  SS  has  them. 
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[499]  THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 

[499]  No  one  has  satisfactorily  explained  Mark's  extra- 
ordinary word  "  having-set-his-mind-on-it."  It  has  been 
variously  interpreted  (i)  "having  placed  [a  covering]  on  [his 
head],"  (2)  "thought,"  or  "set  his  mind,"  besides  other 
interpretations  ;  but  instances  are  wanting  to  justify  any  of 
them.^ 

[500]  "  He  thought  thereon,"  in  Hebrew,  would  probably 
be  a  word  used  in  Job  xxxiv.  14  "  if  he  set  his  heart  upon 
him,"  marg.  "  if  he  cause  his  heart  to  return  unto  himself" 
This  word  is  frequently  used  of  "  setting  the  mind,  or  heart," 

for  the  name  Mt.  xv.  39  "  Magadan"  (C  "  Magdalan,"  L  "  Magdala,"  SS  *'  Mag- 
dan"),  (parall.  to  Mk.  viii.  lo  "  Dalmanutha,"  B  *' Dalmanuntha,"  D  "  Mele- 
gada,"  with  other  variations,  "  Magaida,"  "  Magdala,"  "  Magdal,"  etc.). 

Neh,  iii.  19  " over  against  (ihq)  the  going  up"  is  rendered  by  LXX  "  fotver  of 
ascent,"  reading  "  Migdal"  hns3,  which  is  rendered  "  Magada"  by  LXX  in  Josh. 
XV.  37  (Luc.  "  Magdal").  The  passage  in  Mt.  describes  a  crossing  of  the  Lake 
of  Gennesaret,  and  the  original  was  probably  •'  he  came  to  M*  opposite  coast,"  lit. 
"  he  came  to  the  coast  opposite  (n3»),  or,  opposite  him  (n«D)."  Mt.  has  transliter- 
ated the  adverb  as  the  name  of  a  place,  except  that  he  has  transposed  «,  making 
"  Magadan  "  instead  of  "  Mangad."  But  the  word  might  naturally  be  confused 
by  some  with  "  Migdal  "  (**  tower  "),  which  is  frequently  a  part  of  the  name  of  a 
place  :  and  the  Codices  C  and  L  may  have  introduced  /  owing  to  some  confusion 
writh  the  reading  "  Migdal  "  ("  tower  "),  perceptible  also  in  the  parall.  Mk.  where 
the  /appears  in  "  Dalmanutha"  and  variants. 

[498A]  As  regards  Mk.'s  "  Dalmanutha,"  if  the  Hebrew  "Mangad"  was 
treated  as  the  name  of  a  town,  it  would  be  natural  to  place  "to,"  i.e.  "el  (Sk)," 
before  it.  But  "  el,"  or  "  1-  "—as  in  2  S.  xxiv.  5  ("  unto  ("jk)  Jazer,"  "  iff/iezer."), 
I  Chr.  xxiv.  12  ("to  (•?)  Jakim,"  A  "^/iakeim")— might  be  treated  as  part  of 
the  name  by  a  Greek  translator.  Now  in  I  Chr.  xi.  47  "  Eliel  (^k'Sk)"  becomes 
(perhaps  by  (ireek  corruption)  "Daleiel"  ;  Numb.  iii.  24  "  Lael  ('?»<'?)"  becomes 
"Dael";  Judg.  i.  31  "  Ahlab  (3'?nK) "  becomes  "  Dalaph  "  ;  Ezr.  viii.  17  "  Iddo 
(nn)  "  becomes  in  i  Esdr.  viii.  44,  45  (A)  "  Doldaios  "  (LXX  Laadaios  or  Lodaios). 
These  instances  of  the  introduction  of  the  Greek  A  in  the  transliteration  of 
syllables  containing  k,  and  the  influence  of  confused  readings  of  "Migdal" 
("tower")  or  the  pi.  "Migdalouth"  might  explain  the  rise  of  "Dalmanutha" 
from  an  original  "Mangad"  without  further  glosses.  At  the  same  time  it  is 
quite  possible  that,  in  the  desperate  state  of  Mk.'s  text,  Aramaic  glosses  (such  as 
the  emphatic  form  of  the  Talmudic  word  for  "  harbour  "  (Ilerz,  Black,  Eru. 
"Dalmanutha,"  Kn'3D''?n)  or  a  transliteration  of  the  preceding  word  "parts"  (i.*. 
"  the  parts  of  Magdala,"  ixi(n\)  (Nestle,  ib.  xmjD))  may  have  contributed  to  the 
formation  of  the  name. 

^  'E7rt/3aX(6i',  without  an  object,  is  used  to  mean  "  continuing  (a  discourse),"  but 
not  in  sense  (i)  or  (2);  Field  and  other  able  scholars  support  (l),  but  without 
alleging  an  instance  of  the  verb  used  thus  without  an  object. 
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and,  on  one  occasion,  without  an  object  (Job  iv.  20)  "  with- 
out any  regarding  it,"  lit.  "  without  one-setting  \his  mind-on 
x/]."^  In  the  first  of  these  two  passages  (xxxiv.  14)  the 
Hebrew  itself  (text  and  margin)  varies  between  "  set "  and 
"  (cause  to)  return." '"  So  here,  "  He  [the  Lord]  caused  him 
[Peter]  to  return "  might  be  confused  with  "  he  [Peter]  set 
[/lis  mind  on  it],"  i.e.  on  his  fault  (or  "  on  Him,"  i.e.  his  Master). 
On  the  other  hand,  the  word  might  be  interpreted  "  he  [i.e. 
Peter]  returned,"  in  a  literal  sense,  i.e.  went  away  from  the 
courtyard,  which  might  give  rise  to  the  Matthew- Luke 
tradition,  "  went  out  outside." 

[601]  Luke,  in  the  tradition  peculiar  to  his  Gospel,  has 
probably  preserved  the  original  of  Mark's  obscure  term,  viz. 
that  "the  Lord  caused  Peter  to  return,"  or  "converted" 
Peter  ;  which  might  easily  be  interpreted  as  "  turned  and 
looked  towards  Peter."^    Luke  adopts  the  latter  interpretation. 

[502]  §  69.    The  Jews  prefer  Barabbas  to  Jesus 

Mk.  XV.  9,  II,  12.        Mt.  xxvii.  17,  20-22.       Lk.  xxiii.  16,  18,  20. 

"Will  ye  [that]  I  "Whom    will     ye  "  Having  chastised 

release    for   you   the  [that]    I  release    for  (or,  admonished)  him 

Kingof  the  Jews?.  . .  you,     Barabbas      or  therefore  I  will  release 

(11)   But    the    chief  Jesus   that  is  called  [him]*...  (18)  But 

priests  stirred  up  the  Christ?  .  .  .  (20)  But  they cried-aloud with- 

'  In  both  cases  the  LXX  is  confused.  Job  xxxiv.  14  il  yip  Po6\oito  awtx^i* 
Koi  t4  Tvtufui  Tap'  aCiTov  Karaaxetv,  Job  iv.  20  irapA  rb  fxrj  S6y affdat  avroitt  iairroit 
^ori$7}ceu.  Comp.  Dan.  vi.  14  (Aram.)  "he  se/  his  Aeart  {hz  Dir)  on  Daniel  to 
deliver  him,"  Theod.  rrfi^vlffaro  irtpl  toO  A.,  LXX  i^vlfiei. 

"  "  Set  (oir),"  "  return  (air)."  Hebrew  confusion  between  "  m  "  and  "  b  "  is 
very  frequent  (516a). 

*  [501a]  Comp.  Judg.  vi.  14  (mfi)  "  looked  ujwn,"  mai^.  "  turned  towards," 
cai  iriarpeyptv  (A  i-wip^tftv)  xpit  airiv  i  &Yyf\os.  The  word  linarpi<p(a>  is 
used  of  Peter  spiritually  in  Lk.  xxii.  32  <r6  xore  tincTpiyf/a^  <rH)piaov  roin  aS(\<poit 
oov.  There  is  also  much  to  be  said  for  giving  the  word  a  spiritual  signification  in 
Jn.  xxi.  20  iiri<TTpai(>(lt  6  Uirpoi  (comp.  I  Pet.  ii.  25). 

*  Lk.  xxiii.  16  is  rep.  in  Lk.  xxiii.  22  {i)  "  having  chastised  him  therefore  I 
will  release  (him)." 
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multitude  in  order 
that  rather  he  should 
release  for  them  Bar- 
abbas.  (12). ..  What  ^ 
therefore  shall  I  do 
[to  him]  whom  ye 
call  the  King  of  the 
Jews  ?  " 


all  -  their  -  multitude 
saying,  Away  with 
this  man,  but  release 
for  us  Barabbas  .  .  . 
(20)  But  again  Pilate 
called-to  [them]  will- 
ing to  release  Jesus." 


the  chief  priests  and 
the  elders  persuaded 
the  multitudes  in 
order  that  they  should 
ask  for  Barabbas,  but 
destroy  Jesus.  (21) 
.  .  .  Whom  will  ye  of 
the  two  [that]  I  re- 
lease for  you  ?  But 
they  said  Barabbas. 
(22)  .  .  .  What  there- 
fore shall  I  do  to 
Jesus  who  is  called 
Christ  ?  " 


With  these  must  be  compared  Jn.  xviii.  39-40  "  Desire 
ye  therefore  [that]  I  release  for  you  the  King  of  the  Jews  ? 
(40)  They  therefore  shouted  again  saying,  Not  this  [man], 
but  Barabbas." 

(a)   The  difficulties  of  tJu  passage 

[602  (i)]  The  positive  agreement  of  Matthew  and  Luke 
against  Mark  consists  of  little  more  than  the  substitution  of 
an  antithesis  between  Jesus  (or  "  this  man  ")  and  Barabbas 
in  place  of  Mark's  "  rather "  :  and  this  agreement  is  not 
verbally  exact.  But  there  is  also  a  negative  agreement  in 
their  omission  of  all  mention  of  a  "  king  "  in  Pilate's  question 
to  the  multitude.  Why  did  Matthew  and  Luke  omit  this  ? 
Is  it  an  interpolation  in  Mark,  favoured  by  John  but  not 
known  to  Matthew  and  Luke  ?  Or  did  they  omit  it  because 
they  considered  it  unseemly  jesting,  and  did  John  insert  it 
because  he  regarded  Pilate's  jesting  as  subordinated  to  the 
divine  purpose  of  testifying  to  Christ's  sovereignty  ? 

Again,  why  does  Matthew  alone  represent  Pilate  as 
asking  which  "  of  the  two  "  he  is  to  release,  whereas  in  Mark 


^  Codex  D  and  SS  insert  *'  will  ye  (^Arre),"  supporting  Tischcndorf. 
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and  John  the  question  is,  shall  he  release  their  "  king,"  and 
in  Luke,  no  question  at  all,  but  simply  "  I  will  release  "  ? 
Matthew's  version  implies  that  one  of  the  two  must  be 
released  :  and  Matthew  and  John  refer  to  a  "  customary " 
release  :  ^  but  no  trace  of  such  a  custom  has  been  alleged, 
and  Luke  makes  no  mention  of  it.  The  most  reasonable 
supposition  is  that  no  such  custom  ever  existed  ;  but  if  it 
had  no  existence,  whence  did  the  mention  of  it  find  its  way 
into  two  at  Uast  of  the  four  Gospels?  And  why  does 
Luke  (besides  being  silent  about  the  "  custom ")  omit  the 
questions  of  Pilate  ("  Will  ye  .  .  .  ?  "  "  Whom  will  ye  .  .  .  ?  " 
"  What  therefore  shall  I  do  .  .  .  ?  "  etc.)  ?  Lastly,  why  does 
Luke  twice  insert,  in  connection  with  the  "  release,"  a 
mention  of  "  chastising  "  (or  "  admonition  ")  ? 

(/8)  "  Will  ye  ?  "    "  W/iat  therefore  ?  "  or  "  What  {or. 
Whom)  will  ye?" 

[502  (ii)]  In  the  only  instance  where  the  phrase  "  what 
wilt  thou  ?  (rt  BeKei^ ;) "  occurs  in  LXX,  the  literal  Hebrew 
is  "  What  [is]  to  thee,  or,  for  thee  ('^h)  ?  "  *  If,  therefore,  Pilate 
said  to  the  multitude,  "  What  will  ye  ?  Shall  I  release  .  .  .  ?  " 
the  Biblical  Hebrew  for  this  would  be  "Wha.t  for  you  shall 
I    release  ? "       This  would   suggest  to  a   Greek   a    broken 

*  Mt.  xxvii.  15  "the  governor  was  accustomed,"  Jn.  xviii.  39  "it  is  a  custom 
among  you  that  I  release."  Mk.  xv.  6,  8  xari  5^  [D  ins.  rnv,  Diatess.  "  at  every 
feast  "]  io(yri)v  dviXvev  .  .  .  Kadwi  iirolei,  might  mean,  even  in  the  Greek,  and 
still  more  easily  in  a  Hebrew  original,  that  Pilate  was  on  the  point  o/" releasing,  or 
intending  to  release,  during  the  feast,  a  certain  prisoner  for  whom  the  people  had 
I)etitioned,  and  that  the  Jews  now  asked  him  to  do  as  he  was  intending  to  do. 
But  iwoltt,  thus  used,  would  be  rather  harsh. 

"  1502  (ii)a]  The  single  instance  is  Esth.  v.  3  (R.V.)  "What  wilt  thou?"  lit. 
"What  to  thee  (i*?  to)?"  tI  5A«t ;  Elsewhere,  the  Hebrew  being  the  same, 
K.V.  varies,  "what  wouldest  thou?"  "what  aileth  thee?"  "what  meanest 
thou  ?"  LXX  renders  it  tI  iarlv  aoi ;  "  what  is  to  thee  ?"  in  Josh.  xv.  18,  Jud. 
i.  14,  2  S.  xiv.  s,  I  K.  i.  16,  etc.  Jon.  i.  6  (R.V.)  "What  meanest  thou  (lit. 
What  to  thee?),  O  sleeper?"  is  rendered  rl  ai>  ftiyxeii ;  *' IVAy  dost  thou 
slumber  ?"  So  at  least  it  is  punctuated  by.Swete.  But  ?  rlav;  ^yKtu  ;  "  What 
meanest  thou  ?  dost  thou  slumlier  ?  " 
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sentence,  "What  for  you?  Shall  I  release?"  And  it 
might  originate — or  favour  the  adoption  of — various  para- 
phrases, marginal  alternatives,  and  corrupt  renderings,  e.g. 
"  What  shall  I  do  for  you  ?  Shall  I  release  ?  "  or  "  What  do 
you  want?  Shall  I  release?"  "What  then  rt  olv)  (lit. 
What  therefore  ?)  ?  Shall  I  release  ?  "  or  "  Do  you  want  me 
to  release  ?  " 

Again,  in  Greek,  "  What  for  you  shall  I  release  ? "  might 
easily  be  taken  for  "  Whom  for  you  shall  I  release  ? "  ti, 
"  what,"  being  supposed  to  be  an  error  for  tT  representing  an 
elided  tin(a).^  This  might  give  rise  to  amplifications  "  Whom 
shall  I  release,  this  person  or  that  ? "  or  "  Which  of  the  two 
shall  I  release  ?  " 

Again,  we  have  found  above  (482)  that  "  for  {or,  to)  you  " 
and  "  for  {or,  to)  them  "  are  interchanged  with  "  therefore  "  in 
LXX  and  probably  in  the  Synoptists.  1 1  once,  if  translation 
has  been  at  work  here,  we  may  expect  to  find  "  for  you  " 
conflated  with,  or  parallel  to,  "  therefore "  ;  and  this,  as  a 
fact,  is  found  to  be  the  case  in  Mark's  and  Matthew's  versions 
of  Pilate's  second  question,  Matthew  apparently  conflating 
"  Whom  of  the  two  shall  I  release  for  you  ? "  with  "  What 
therefore  shall  I  do  ?  "  so  as  to  make  two  questions,  a  second 
and  a  third,  out  of  Mark's  second.  "  Therefore  "  also  occurs 
in  Luke's  parallel,  "  I  will  therefore  release  him." 

(7)  "  Your  king'' 

[502  (iii)]  But,  further,  "what  will  ye ? "—especially  if 
written  (as   in    Is.  iii.    15)  dd^o — differs   little  from  "your 

'  [502  (ii)*]  In  Heb.,  the  "what  (no)"  might  easily  lie  confused  with  the 
nom.  'D  "who,"  but  not  so  easily  with  the  accus.  which  is  preceded  by  n»«.  How- 
ever, on  one  occasion  "what  (no)  didst  thou  see?"  is  rendered  by  the  LXX 
"whom  (riVa) "  (i  S.  xxviii.  13).  Two.  in  N.T.  occurs  perhaps  only  once  before 
a  vowel  (Jn.  vi.  68  irp6s  riva  direXevadfieOa  ;).  Elision  is  rare  in  N.T.  MSS.,  but, 
under  the  circumstances,  might  easily  be  supposed  by  scribes  to  exist.  Or,  if  rt 
was  immediately  followed  by  a7roXi;<ra>,  it  would  be  easy  to  suppose  that  TIA  was 
an  error  for  tT&a. 
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king  (dDdSd),"  a  phrase  used  in  John  ("  shall  I  crucify  your 
kirtsr?").  If,  therefore,  the  original  was,* "  What  will  ye? 
Shall  I  release  your  king  ?  "  it  was  very  natural  that  "  your 
king"  should  be  cancelled,  or  corrected,  by  some  authorities, 
as  being  a  corrupt  repetition  of  "what  will  ye?"  The  belief 
that  it  was  erroneous  might  be  favoured  perhaps  by  the  rarity 
of  this  particular  form  of  the  word  "  king "  in  the  Bible, 
and  certainly  by  the  antecedent  improbability  that  an 
ordinary  Roman  governor  would  thus  jest  with  a  Jewish 
multitude  about  their  "  king."  ^ 

Another  way  of  meeting  the  difficulty  would  be  to 
suppose  that  "  your  king,"  when  used  by  Pilate  to  a  large 
crowd  of  pilgrims  including  many  Galilaeans,  might  be 
an  inaccurate  but  complimentary  way  of  denoting  Herod 
Antipas — who  was  only  a  tetrarch,  but  wished  to  be  a  king, 
and  is  habitually  called  a  king  by  Mark — and  that  Pilate 
spoke,  not  about  "  remitting  Jesus,  their  king,"  but  about 
"  remitting  Jesus  to  their  king  [i.e.  for  trial]  "  (56).  This  view 
appears  to  have  been  taken  by  Luke  (56,  503  (iii)). 

(S)    The  origin  of  the  tradition  about  the  "  custom  " 

[502  (iv)]  Mark  rather  favours  the  view  that  Barabbas 
had  not  been  convicted  of  crime.  He  had  been  "  imprisoned," 
he  says,  "  a/ong  with  (jtera)  the  rebels  (rcov  <na<Tt,aaTOiv)  who 
in  the  rebellion  had  committed  murder."  This  might  easily 
be  taken  to  mean,  as  Luke  says,  that  he  had  been  "  cast 
into  prison  on  account  of  rebellion  and  murder  "  ;  but  Mark's 
words  appear  to  state  the  charge  as  one  of  complicity,  or 
companionship,  and  not  overt  action.  If  this  is  the  meaning, 
Pilate,  in  proposing  to  release  Barabbas  on  the  feast-day,  was 
merely  reserving  the  release  of  a  prisoner,  arrested  under 
suspicion,  for  a  time  when  it  was  particularly  desirable  to  put 

'  In  I  K.  ix.  26  •'  the  king  "  is  parall.  to  2  Chr.  viii.   17  i^n  "went,"  and  in 
Sir.  xlviii.  12  Vao  "before  any  "  =  i>ir6  dpxo'^o*  (!*£•  !'»)• 
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the  populace  in  good  humour.  The  notion  that  this  was  a 
custom  (a  view  taken  by  John  as  well  as  Matthew)  might 
spring  from  several  causes.  The  verb  "  to  be  in  the  habit 
of  [doing]"  used  by  Matthew  might  possibly  (but  not 
probably)  be  represented  in  Biblical  Hebrew  by  a  word 
that  in  the  non-causative  mood  means  "  cherish,"  "  profit," 
"serve."  Moreover,  in  Greek,  the  imperfect  might  mean 
"he  was  intending  to  do"  or  "in  the  habit  of  doing." 
And  in  Biblical  Greek,  as  well  as  in  Hebrew,  "  one " 
may  mean  either  "  one  [and  no  more] "  or  "  a  certain 
[prisoner  then  under  arrest,  namely,  Barabbas]."  Hence, 
"  he  was  intending  to  /tumour  the  people  by  liberating 
a  [certain]  prisoner  during  the  feast "  might  be  interpreted 
as  meaning  "  he  was  in  the  habit  of  liberating  for  the  people 
one  prisoner  during  the  feast"  This  interpretation  would 
be  confirmed  by  the  mistranslation  above  mentioned,  "  Which 
[of  them]  shall  I  release  ? "  which  might  be  taken  to  imply 
that  one  of  the  two  must  be  released  ;  and  this  involved  a 
"  custom."  When  the  belief  in  the  "  custom  "  was  established, 
some  Evangelists  might  naturally  insert  an  explicit  statement 
about  it  for  clearness.^ 


^  [502  (iv)  a\  Concerning  the  "custom"  see  Swete  on  Mk.  xv.  6  "there 
seems  to  be  no  other  evidence  than  that  which  the  Gospels  furnish,"  and  similarly 
Westc.  on  Jn.  xviii.  39.  There  is  no  justification  (Black,  Etuy.,  Barabbas)  for 
the  hypothesis  of  such  a  custom  in  Livy's  (v.  13.  8)  account  of  the  first  celebration 
of  the  Roman  Lectisternia,  or  in  Dion.  Halicar.  xii.  9  ( =  10). 

[502  (iv)  h\  The  Heb.  po  (Gesen.  Oxf.)  means  "be  of  use,  or  service," 
"benefit."  In  i  K.  i.  2,  5  it  =  " cherish,"  but  in  Numb.  xxii.  30  the  hiph.  means 
"  I  am  in  the  habit."  It  is  most  frequ.  in  Job,  where  it  is  transl.  Set  in  Job  xv.  3 
"profit."  In  Phoenician  it  means  (Gesen.  Oxf.)  "prefect,"  and  it  is  similar  to 
the  Biblical  \\o  "governor,"  with  which  it  might  be  confused.  It  is  more 
probable,  however,  that  the  easy  word  "governor"  should  be  substituted  for  the 
difficult  "benefit"  tha.n  vice-versa. 

But  the  word  po  in  New  Heb.  means  mostly  "endanger,"  and  is  not  likely 
to  have  been  used  by  an  Evangelist  in  the  sense  of  "  humour."  More  probably, 
therefore,  the  erroneous  notion  of  a  "custom"  originated  from  a  misinterpreta- 
tion of  a  participial  or  imperfect  form. 
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(e)  (Z./&.)  "  having  chastised  {or,  admonished)  him  " 

[602  (v)]  The  Greek  word  here  rendered  "  chzistise " 
means,  in  classical  Greek  and  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
"educate"  or  "train."  It  occurs  in  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  (xii.  6)  (R.V.)  "  whom  the  Lord  loveth  he  chas- 
teneth  "  (lit.  "  traineth"  TratBevei).  There  the  writer  is 
quoting  from  Proverbs  iii.  1 2  (R.V.)  "  Whom  the  Lord 
loveth  he  reproveth  "  (noi''  from  HT),  and  is  deviating  from 
the  LXX,  which  has  "  whom  the  Lord  loveth  he  reproveth 
(ekeyxet),"  but  two  of  the  best  MSS.  have  "  traineth 
(iraiBevei)."  Having  regard  to  the  almost  invariably  mild 
sense  in  which  rrraiBevco  is  used  in  N.T,,  it  is  possible  that 
Luke  may  mean  "  I  will  release  him  with  a  reproof,  or, 
reprimand"  But  he  may  mean  "after  punishment!'  Later 
on,  where  Mark  and  Matthew  say  "  Pilate  delivered  over 
Jesus  /laving- flogged  -him  ((fypayeWdua-a';,  not  fiaaTiycoaa<;r 
'•  scourged  ")  that  he  might  be  crucijied"  Luke  has  "  delivered 
over  Jesus  to  tJieir  will!'  Yet  John,  too,  mentions  a 
"  scourging  {efiaaTiyayaev) "  of  Jesus :  only  he  places  it 
before  the  sentence  of  death.^  The  question  arises,  why 
does  Luke  alone  twice  insert  a  mention  of  "  chastisement " 
or  "  reproof,"  and  alone  omit  all  mention  of  "  flogging  "  or 
"  scourging  "  ? 

(5")  Luke's  insertions  and  omissions 

[602  (vi)]  If  Luke's  insertions  and  omissions  proceeded 
simply  from  a  desire  to  minimise  Pilate's  severity,  his  credit 
as  a  historian  would  suffer.  But  there  is  some  ground 
for  supposing  that  he  found  a  basis  for  his  view  in  the 
original  Hebrew.  The  Hebrew  n3%  translated  "  reprove  "  in 
the  above-quoted  passage  from  Proverbs,  is  fairly  similar,  in 
some  forms,  to  the   Hebrew  "  king "  :    and  Luke's  "  having 
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chastised"  is  parallel  to,  and  may  be  a  substitute  for, 
Mark's  "  king."  ^  But  a  more  probable  explanation  is 
that  Luke  found  a  Hebrew  tradition  inserting  the  word 
"  governor  " — freely  used  by  Matthew,  but  not  by  Luke,  in 
the  account  of  the  Passion  — "And  the  governor  said,  I 
will  release  him."  This,  in  Hebrew  order,  would  be  "  and 
said  the  governor^  Now  one  word  for  "  governor  "  (written 
-ID,  instead  of  nto)  is  easily  confused  with  the  regular  Hebrew 
for  "  chastise  "  (iD"').  The  result  of  such  a  confusion  might 
be  "  And  he  said,  '  Having-chastised  .  .  ."  ' 

>  "King"  =  ^SD;  " reprove "  =  na*,  particip.  n'aiD ;  " scourging "  =  nao. 

*  [502  (vi)  a\  Gesen.  Oxf.  on  Jer.  vi.  28  says  that  no  may  =  nlr  "princes." 
In  New  Heb.  no  is  the  regular  word  for  •'  prince."  And  comp.  I  S.  xxii.  14 
(R.V.)  "taken  into  ("yn  to),"  but  LXX  d^xw  ('eg.  "ir),  and  see  Intemat.  Crit. 
Comm.  (H.  P.  Smith)  ad  loc,  "  no  is  only  another  spelling  for  *ir  as  is  indicated 
by  d/>xwv,  LXX."  In  Hos.  vii.  14  "  they  rebelled  (mo') "  i»  rendered  "  they  were 
chastised"  k-K<u^t{)Qy\(ia.v  (leg.  as  from  no')- 

[502  (vi)  *]  A  third  alternative  is  presented  by  Lev.  xix.  20  "scourging  (mpa)," 
lit.  "investigation,"  but  traditionally  rendered  "punishment"  (Gesen.  Oxf. 
"punishment  after  examination  (investigation))."  The  Heb.  LXX  renders  it 
eiri(r»co7riJ  "visitation,"  reading  nps  for  npa.  But  Tpo  means  "chief  officer," 
"magistrate"  or  "general,"  and  might  represent  "governor"  here. 

[502  (vi)  c\  But  perhaps  the  most  probable  explanation  of  all  would  start  from 
the  fact  that  the  painstaking  historian  Lk.  makes  Pilate  say  "  Having  chastised, 
I  will  release";  that  this  is,  in  effect,  "1  will  release  and  I  will  [merely] 
chastise" ;  that  "  I  will  chastise,"  in  Biblical  Hebrew,  is  almost  necessarily  io'k  ; 
and  that  there  is  very  little  difference  (merely  the  transposition  of  a  yod)  between 
"I  will  chastise,"  -id'k,  and  "prisoner,"  tok.  Let  us  therefore  assume,  hypo- 
thetically,  that  Pilate's  first  question  to  the  multitude  was  :  "What  [is  to  be  done] 
for  you  ?     Shall  I  release  the  prisoner  (tdk)  for  you  ?  " 

(i)  Mk.,  being  under  the  impression  (502  (iii)  and  (ii))  that  "What  for  you?" 
meant  "your  king,"  may  have  read  no,  "prince,"  for  to,  dropping  k— a  letter 
frequently  dropped  by  scribes— and  thereby  producing  the  sentence,  "  Your  king 
shall  I  release,  the  prince  for  you  ?"  i.e.  "  the  king  your  prince."  This  he  para- 
phrased as  "the  king  of  the  Jews."  Similarly,  in  I  Chr.  xv.  22,  "instructed 
(pa-y — the  word  regularly  rendered  "  chastise  "—appears  to  be  rendered  by  the 
LXX  dpxw,  "ruler"  (leg.  no). 

(2)  Other  interpreters,  accepting  the  true  reading  "  prisoner,"  were  divided 
among  themselves  as  to  who  was  meant.  Barabbas  (Mk.  xv.  7,  Mt.  xxvii.  16) 
had  just  been  described  as  "  prisoner."  Hence  "  Barabbas  "  might  naturally  be 
substituted  for  "  prisoner  "  in  the  text  by  some.  But  others  understood  Pilate  to 
mean  Jesus.  Hence  "Jesus"  would  be  inserted  in  the  margin.  Thence  would 
spring  many  conflations  :  (i)  "Jesus  Barabbas,"  a  reading  supported  by  several 
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As  regards  Luke's  apparent  substitution  of  "  their  will  " 
for  "  having  flogged  .  .  .  that  he  might  be  crucified,"  it 
must  be  remembered  that,  according  to  Roman  custom, 
"  flogging  "  preceded  crucifixion.  Luke,  aware  that  all  his 
readers  knew  what  those  condemned  to  crucifixion  had 
to  expect,  and  feeling  that  enough  had  been  said  about  it 
by  the  earlier  Evangelists,  implies  the  flogging  in  the  words 
"  delivered  him  over  "  to  the  "  will  "  of  those  who  had  cried 
"crucify  him." 

[502  (vii)]  But  there  is  some  possibility,  here  too,  of 
mistranslation.  Delitzsch  gives,  as  the  Hebrew  for  "  to 
their  ivilll'  D^^S^,  from  jisn,  "  good  will,"  "  satisfaction."  But 
he  gives  the  same  word  in  Mark  (xv.  15),  "  wishing  to  do 
what-was-satisfying  to  the  people."  Now  the  root  of  this 
word  is  nsn,  "seek  the  good  will  of,"  said  by  some  (see 
Buhl)  to  be  confused  with  ^s^,  "  crush,"  "  oppress,"  in  Job 
XX.  I  o  (R. V.  txt.)  "  seek  the  favour  of"  (marg.)  "  oppress!' 
But  it  is  more  easily  confused  with  nsn,  "  break,"  "  crush," 
"  pierce,"  "  stab,"  "  murder."  The  noun  form  of  the  latter  is 
used  in  Ps.  xlii.  10  (lit)  "[As]  with  a  crushing  (nsi)  in  my 
bones  mine  adversaries  reproach  me,"  and  the  participle 
(Pi.)  means  "murderers."  It  is  possible  that  in  some 
tradition  declaring  that  Pilate  delivered  Jesus  up  to  the 
murderers    Luke    may  have   rendered    the    italicized    words 

extant  authorities  (see  W.  H.  vol.  ii.  on  Mt.  xxvii.  i6).  Others  would  add,  "who 
is  called,"  meaning  "the  Jesus  who  is  called  Barabbas."  But  "who  is  called" 
might  be  applied  to  the  Lord  Jesus,  and  then  it  would  demand  the  addition  of 
"Christ"  —  "Jesus  who  is  called  Christ."  Out  of  all  these  confusions  there 
might  spring  "  Barabl>as  or  Jesus  who  is  called  Christ  "—the  tradition  adopted 
by  Mt. 

(3)  A  third  class,  while  adhering  most  faithfully  to  the  letters  of  the  Hebrew 
Original,  would  seem  to  have  departed  furthest  from  its  meaning.  The  Hebrew 
"bind,"  or  "imprison"  (tok),  is,  even  in  ordinary  circumstances,  easily  confused 
with  the  Hebrew  "chastise  (no*)"  ;  and  the  confusion  actually  takes  place  in  two 
passages  of  the  LXX  (Ps.  cv.  22,  Hos.  x.  10).  But  the  insertion  of  k  (the  sign  of 
the  1st  pers.  sing,  fut.)  in  the  form  here  used  by  Lk.  makes  it  particularly  easy  to 
mistake  tdk,  "prisoner,"  for  X'u,  "I  will  chastise."  This  error  Lk.  appears  to 
have  committed. 
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"  to  their  will."  Others  may  have  conflated  them  as  {a{)  "  to 
satisfy  them "  (a^)  "  to  murder."  The  latter  (^2).  when 
expressed  in  detail,  would  be  "to  flog  and  crucify":  and 
there  is  no  great  difference  between  this  and  "delivered 
over  .  .  .  having  flogged,  to  be  crucified."  Mark  may 
have  adopted  this  conflation.  Or,  if  "  to  their  will "  was  the 
original,  Mark's  conflation  may  have  resulted  from  an 
attempt  to  correct  a  vague  and  inaccurate  translation  (*'  to 
satisfy  ")  by  adding  to  it  a  definite  paraphrase. 

(rj)   Traces  of  disconnection  in  Mk*s  account 

[503  (i)]  Mark  (xv.  2)  gives,  as  Pilate's  first  words  to 
Jesus,  "  Art  thou  the  king  of  the  Jews  ?  "  But  this  comes 
very  abruptly  from  a  judge  who,  as  far  as  Mark's  narrative 
goes,  has  never  been  informed  that  the  prisoner  had  called 
himself  king.  Mark  himself  later  on  implies  that  this 
accusation  had  been  brought ;  for  he  makes  Pilate  say 
"  What  then  shall  I  do  to  him  whom  ye  call  the  king  of  the 
Jews  ? "  But  no  such  "  calling,"  in  Pilate's  presence,  has 
been  anywhere  mentioned  by  Mark  (or  by  Matthew). 

Luke  supplies  the  defect  by  saying  that,  when  the  chief 
priests  brought  Jesus  to  Pilate,  they  accused  Him  thus : 
"  We  have  found  this  man  perverting  (Biaa-Tpi<f>ovTa)  our 
nation  .  .  .  and  saying  that  he  himself  is  Messiah^  king." 
This  makes  everything  clear.  But  if  it  was  so  clear  in  the 
original,  why  did  Mark  omit  what  made  it  clear  ?  And  why 
does  John  make  no  mention  of  it  when  he,  at  the  same  point 
as  Luke,  introduces  the  chief  priests  as  making  no  charge 
except,  indirectly,  the  vague  one  of  "  doing  evil  "  ?  ^ 

*  [503  (i)  a]  Jn.  xviii.  30  "  If  this  man  were  not  an  evil-doer  (xaKhv  Tomv)  we 
should  not  have  brought  him  to  thee."  "  Evil-doing"  may  be,  as  in  Deut.  xix.  16, 
*'  rebellion  (mo)  "  :  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  Jn.'s  "  evil-doer"  condenses  some 
Hebrew  original  (amplified  in  Lk.  xxiii.  2,  5)  implying  a  charge  of  treason  and  of 
claiming  to  be  king.  This  would  explain  Jn.  xviii.  33  "  Art  thou  the  king  0/  the 
Jews?" 
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Here  it  must  be  added  that  Luke,  in  a  second  version  of 
the  charges  brought  by  the  chief  priests,  says,  "  He  stirreth 
up  (apaaeiei)  the  people."  Now  the  Greek  "  stir  up  "  occurs 
in  the  whole  of  the  Bible  only  here  and  in  Mark's  context 
"stirred  up  the  multitude  [against  Jesus]."  Thus,  Mark 
applies  it  to  what  the  chief  priests  did  concerning  Jesus, 
while  Luke  applies  it  to  what  the  chief  priests  said  concern- 
ing the  doings  of  Jesus.  Surely  this  is  almost  irresistible 
evidence  that  Mark  and  Luke  are  giving  different  applica- 
tions of  the  same  original. 

Again,  Delitzsch  gives  as  the  Hebrew  of  Luke's  "  pervert" 
(in  ^^ perverting  our  nation  ")  tJie  same  word  as  that  by  which 
Ju  renders  Mark's  "  stir  up  "  (in  "  stirred  up  the  multitude  ")  ; 
and  this  suggests  that  Luke's  two  versions  are  simply  two 
Greek  translations  or  paraphrases  of  one  Hebrew  original, 
misplaced  and  misapplied,  as  well  as  obscured,  in  Mark. 

{&)  Luke  may  Itave  rearranged  and  amplified  Mark 

[503  (ii)]  One  very  frequent  cause  of  error  in  the  LXX 
is  the  Hebrew  practice  of  inserting,  out  of  chronological 
order,  appended  or  parenthetical  remarks  (241^),  which  are 
taken  by  the  LXX  as  statements  that  so  and  so  happened 
in  the  ordinary  sequence. 

Now,  after  the  words  "  will  ye  that  I  release  for  you  the 
king  of  the  Jews,"  Mark  has  (xv.  lo-ii)  "For  he  under- 
stood-all -the -while  {ir^iv(i><TK€v)  that  for  envy  there  had 
delivered  him  over  (or,  reported,  or,  informed  against  him) 
(irapaSeBayKeiaav)  [the  chief  priests],  but  the  chief  priests 
stirred  up  the  multitude."  "  The  chief  priests  "  appears  to 
be  corruptly  repeated,  and  is  bracketed  in  the  first  instance 
by  W.  H.  Having  regard  to  this,  and  to  the  frequent  con- 
fusion of  singular  and  plural  in  LXX,  and  the  frequent 
omission  in  Hebrew  of  a  verb  of  speech  (459  (i)),  it  is  quite 
possible  that  the   Original   meant  "  He   understood- all-the- 
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while  that  for  envy  there  had  delivered  him  over  the  chief 
priests  [saying,  'He]  stirred  up  the  multitude  [to  make  him 

king']." 

If  so,  it  was  natural  for  an  orderly  historian   like  Luke 

to  place  this  charge  of  "  stirring  up  the  multitude "  at  the 

time   when    it   was   uttered,  that   is,  when   Jesus   was   first 

brought    before    Pilate.       But    he    may    have    found    some 

difficulty   in    deciding   whether   the  "  stirring   up,"  or  (503 

(i)  a)  "  rebellion,"  was  against  Rome  or  against  Moses.     At 

all    events   he   mentions   two  charges,  first,  a   political   one 

(Lk.  xxiii.  2  "perverting  our  nation  and   forbidding  to  give 

tribute  to  Caesar  .  .  ."),  and  then  a  charge  against  Jesus  as 

a   "  teacher "   (Lk.   xxiii.    5   "  He    stirreth    up    the    people, 

teaching  .  .  .").     These  have  the  appearance  of  a  conflation.^ 

(t)  Luke's  mention  of "  no  fault"  and  his  two-fold  mention 

of  Herod 

[503  (iii)]  It  has  been  pointed  out  (56)  that  Luke  may 
have  interpreted  a  tradition,  "  Pilate  said  that  he  would 
release  (///.  send)  Jesus,  the  king  of  the  Jews,"  as  meaning 
"  Pilate  said  that  he  would  send  Jesus  to  the  king  of  the 
Jews  " — an  inaccurate  way  of  saying  "  to  Herod."  Now  the 
Greek  "  release "  may  mean   "  acquit "  ;  and  this  indeed  is 

^  [503  (ii)  a]  As  bearing  upon  the  various  applications  of  "stirring  up  the 
people,"  it  may  be  worth  mentioning  that  the  three  forms  of  the  Ada  Pilati  all 
concur  (§  9)  in  assigning  to  Pilate — beside  the  question  "  What  then  am  I  to  do 
with  Jesus  [A  and  Lat.  add  "who  is  called  Christ]?" — another  question,  not 
addressed  to  the  multitude  but  to  the  few  honest  Jews  who  take  the  side  of  Jesus 
(A  and  Lat.),  "What  shall  I  do,  because  there  is  insurrection  (trrdo-tj)  among  the 
people,"  (B)  "What  do  you  say  that  I  should  do  because  the  people  is-in-commotion 
(Tapdo-fferttt) ? "  "Because"  in  Hebrew,  Greek,  and  Latin,  is  easily  confused 
with  "who."  Hence  these  words  might  easily  represent  an  original,  "What 
shall  I  do  to  him  who  is  [as  you  say]  stirring  up  (n'DO)  the  people  ? "  Is  it 
possible  that  the  d  in  this  word  may  be  a  corruption  of  p,  and  n  of  n,  so  that  the 
original  was  n'PD,  "  anointed,  or,  Christ  "  ?  If  so,  this  saying  of  the  Acta  may  be 
a  version  of  Matthew's  "  What  therefore  shall  I  do  to  Jesus  who  is  called  Christ  ?  " 
(parall.  Mk.  ^^  io  \i\m.-<N)\Qxt\  ye  call  king  of  the  Jews").     Comp.  Levy,  nnro. 
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its  regular  meaning  in  connection  with  a  legal  trial.  It  was 
very  natural,  then,  that  later  Evangelists  should  give  the  word 
this  meaning,  as  it  was  more  favourable  both  to  Jesus  and 
to  Pilate  that  the  latter  should  be  represented  as  wishing, 
not  to  "  let  off,"  but  to  "  acquit,"  the  prisoner.  But,  if  so, 
the  verb  could  not  be  used  interrogatively.  Pilate  might 
say  "Shall  I  release,  or  let  off}"  but  no  judge,  even  the 
most  corrupt,  could  say  to  a  crowd  "  Shall  I  acquit  the 
accused  ?  "  Luke  and  John  appear  to  conflate  {a-^  "  I  will 
release"  (Jn.  "Do  ye  desire  that  I  release")  with  (^2)  "  ^ 
acquit,"  in  different  paraphrases,  "  I  find  no  fault,  nothing 
faulty,  nothing  worthy  of  death,  etc."  But  Luke  seems 
also  to  have  adopted  a  version  of  "  releasing  the  king  of 
the  Jews,"  which  not  only  converted  the  object  of  the  verb 
to  the  subject  but  also  "  release  "  to  "  acquit  "  ("  the  king  of 
the  Jews  acquits  him  ") ;  and  this  would  justify  him  (on  the 
supposition  that  Herod  was  intended  by  this  inaccurate 
designation)  in  writing,  as  a  paraphrase,  that  Pilate  said 
(Lk.  xxiii.  14-15),  "I  found  no  fault  in  this  man  .  .  .  no^ 
nor  yet  \did\  Herod!'  ^ 

^  [503  (iii)  a]  But  how  are  we  to  explain  Lk,  xxiii.  12  "And  Herod  and  Pilate 
became  friends  with  each  other  that  very  day  :  for  before,  they  were  at  enmity 
between  themselves"?  Is  this  to  be  regarded  as  Lk.'s  editorial  and  inferential 
addition,  based  perhaps  on  some  historical  fact  of  an  estrangement  and  a  recon- 
ciliation between  Pilate  and  Herod,  but  having  no  real  historical  connection  with 
the  trial  of  Christ  and  no  basis  in  the  Original  tradition  ? 

Possibly,  it  had  some  basis  in  the  Hebrew.  The  words  in  question  come  at 
the  end  of  the  section  (peculiar  to  Luke)  describing  the  examination  by  Herod 
(Lk.  xxiii.  6-12).  Now  at  the  end  of  Luke's  next  section,  describing  Pilate's 
final  examination,  come  the  words  commented  on  above  (502  (vii))  (Luke 
xxiii.  25)  "to  their  will,"  which  appear  to  have  been  differently  interpreted  by 
Mark  as  "desiring  to  satisfy."  Now  if  Luke  was  possessed  with  the  notion  that 
Herod  played  a  leading  part  in  this  history,  he  may  have  accepted  a  marginal 
explanation,  or  oral  tradition,  stating  that  the  person  "satisfied"  was  the  Tetrarch. 
And  it  happens  that  the  verb  in  question  nsi,  there  supposed  to  be  a  latent  cause 
of  the  Synoptic  variations,  means,  in  i  S.  xxix.  4,  "reconcile  oneself  to."  Taking 
tliis  view  that  the  Gospel  contained  the  words  "So  Pilate  reconciled  himself," 
and  lh.it  the  person  to  whom  he  reconciled  himself  was  Herod,  Luke  might  feci 
justified  in  adding  editorially  "  for,  before,  they  were  at  enmity  among  themselves." 
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(/c)  "  Not  this  vian  but  Barabbas  " 

[503  (iv)]  Mark's  version  of  the  reply  of  the  multitude, 
to  Pilate's  question  "Shall  I  release  your  king?"  is  con- 
veyed in  indirect  speech  thus,  "  The  chief  priests  stirred  up 
the  multitude  in  order  that  rather  (jidWov)  he  should  release 
Barabbas^  Now  "  rather,"  when  it  occurs  in  those  parts 
of  the  LXX  which  are  translated  from  Hebrew,  always 
means  "  in  a  greater  degree,"  e.g.  "  Jacob  loved  Rachel  rather 
than  Leah."  ^ 

Mark's  version  is  therefore  stamped  as  being  no  literal 
translation  from  Hebrew,  because  it  uses  the  word  "  rather  " 
in  the  Greek  sense  meaning  "  instead  of."  But  Delitzsch 
gives  the  Hebrew  of  Mark  as  (lit.)  "  twt-to  (^rhrh)  release 
but  (dm  "'S)  Barabbas."  These  words  Luke  and  John  separate 
from  the  "  stirring  up,"  and  take  as  the  direct  utterance  of 
the  people.  And  these  Evangelists  simplify  the  awkward 
sentence  by  omitting  or  transposing  "  release,"  and  intro- 
ducing an  antithesis :  "  Not  this  man  (or,  Away  with  this 
man),  but  Barabbas  (or,  release  Barabbas)."  Matthew  follows 
Mark,  but  feels  that  "  stirred  up  the  multitude  that "  requires 
the  sentence  to  proceed,  "  that  the  multitude  " — not  Pilate — 
"  should  do  something."  So  he  writes  "  that  they  should 
ask."  He  also  substitutes  for  "  stirred  up "  the  more 
familiar  "  persuaded."  The  result  is  "  persuaded  the 
multitudes  that  they  should  ask  for  Barabbas."  Then  the 
negative  particle  ("  not  to  "),  paraphrased  by  Luke  as  "  away 
with,"  is  rendered  by  Matthew  "  destroy  "  — "  and  destroy 
Jesus."  2 

^  [503  (iv)  d]  Gen.  xxix.  30.     MSXXov,  when  it  occurs  in  LXX  in  the  Greek 

sense,  is  in  non-Hebrew  books,  or  in  LXX  insertions  or  paraphrases,  e.g.  Job 
XXX.  26  "  when  I  looked  for  good  then  came  evil,"  LXX  paraphrases,  "  Behold 
there  befell  me  rather  days  of  evils  "  :  Prov.  xviii.  2  "  he  hath  no  delight  in  .  .  . 
but  only  (on  '3)  that  his  heart  may  reveal  itself"  LXX  "  for  rather  is  he  led 
captive  by  folly." 

"^  The  form  '"jn  is  frequently  used  with  nouns,  e.g.  "  no  water,"  "  no  help,"  and 
might  conceivably  be  used,  by  one  attempting  to  write  in  Biblical  Hebrew,  to 
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§  69  (a).  Possibilities  of  Greek  corruption  in  the  context 

[504]  It  has  been  suggested  above  (502  (ii) )  that 
"  what "  and  "  whom  "  may  have  been  interchanged  owing 
to  confusion  between  the  Greek  ti  and  tT.  Possibly  also 
Greek  corruption  had  something  to  do  with  Matthew's 
choice  of  the  particular  word  used  by  him  to  mean  "  destroy  " 
{airo\k(Tri\  which  closely  resembles  "  release "  {airoKvarj). 
The  two  words  are  confused  in  at  least  one  passage  of 
the  LXX.^ 

Again,  Matthew's  '*  persuaded  "  (eTreia-av)  may  be,  not  a 
mere  arbitrary  correction  of  a  rare  word,  but  based  on  a 
various  reading  of  Mark's  "  stirred  up  "  (aveaetaav,  perhaps 
written  dea-eta-av). 

Moreover,  Origen  recognizes  the  existence  of  a  read- 
ing in  Matthew  (xxvii,  17)  "Jesus  Barabbas,"  and  this  is 
found  in  the  Sinaitic  Syrian.  Now  the  word  "  Jesus,"  in  the 
accusative,  is  generally  represented  by  the  abbreviation  iTI. 
Also,  in  this  particular  passage,  it  would  immediately  follow 
another  \n.^  Whether  "Jesus"  was  in  the  Hebrew  original, 
or  in  a  marginal  Hebrew  addition  (502  (vi)  c  (2)),  or  in 
neither,  Greek  corruption  may  well  have  been  at  work  in 
the  insertion  or  in  the  omission,  in  extant  MSS. 

Lastly,  the  Greek  "  What  then  ?  "  often  stands  by  itself, 
meaning  "  What  is  to  be  said,  or  done  ?  "  "  What  next  ?  " 
Codex  Bezae  and  SS  insert  "will  ye  (dikeTe)"  so  as  to 
make  the  meaning  clear.     But,  with  this  insertion,  the  Greek 

mean  "  None  of  this  man  ! "     But  no  instance  of  it  with  imperative  force  seems  to 
occur  in  O.T. 

*  Job  ix.  22  "  He  destroyeth,"  ivoXKiti  (A  diroXiJet).  A  very  natural  first  cor- 
rection of  Mk.  would  be  (lit.)  "that  rather  Barabbas  than  (^)  /esus  he  should 
release  (iwoXOff-u)."  Then,  when  Mt.  corrected  "  rather  "  into  "  they  should  ask," 
it  would  be  a  slight  alteration  to  drop  -ij,  and  to  substitute  avokeart  (in  the  pi.)  for 
atroXvari :  *'  that  they  should  ask  Barabbas,  destroy  Jesus." 

'  [504<i]  Mt.  xxvii,  17  ".  .  .  to-you  Jesus"  would  be  yvMNlN.  The  two  last 
letters  might  be  inserted  by  corrupt  repetition,  or,  if  genuine,  might  be  rejected 
as  a  corrupt  repetition  (W.  H.  vol.  ii.  on  Mt.  xxvii.  i6). 
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letters  of  "will  ye  that  I  do?"  might  closely  resemble  those 
of  "  will  ye  that  I  release  ?  "     Matthew  conflates  the  two."  ^ 

§  70.   {Mk.)  ''bringl'  {Mt.-Lk.)  "come" 

Mk.  XV.  22.  Mt  xxvii.  33.  Lk.  xxiii.  33. 

"  And  they  bring  "  and  having  come  "  and  when  they 
(lit.  carry)  him  to ..."      to  .  .  ."  came  to  .  .  ." 

[505]  It  has  been  shewn  (449)  that  Matthew  and  Luke 
prefer  the  word  "  lead  "  to  Mark's  "  carry,"  when  applied  to 
persons,  animals,  etc.  They  also  avoid  the  historic  present, 
and  substitute  here  the  past'  But,  besides  this,  they  prob- 
ably interpreted  non-causatively  the  Hebrew  "  come  "  which 
Mark  interpreted  causatively.  This  error  is  very  frequent 
in  the  Septuagint.^ 

§  71.  {Mt.)  "  watched  him  {{Lk.)  crucified  him)  there" 

Mk.  XV.  24,  25.  Mt.  xxvii.  35,  36.  Lk.  xxiii.  33. 

"  and  they  crucify  "  but   having    cru-  **  there  they  cruci- 

him  .    .   .   and  they      cified  him  .  .  .  and      fied  him." 
crucified  him."  sitting  -  down       they 

watched  him  there." 

[506]  Luke's  context  differs  so  much  from  that  of 
Matthew  that  this  must  perhaps  not  be  regarded  as  an 
instance  of  agreement ;  for  Matthew  does  not  insert  *'  there  " 
in    connection   with   the  act   of  crucifying.       Moreover   the 

'  [504<5]  Mk.  XV.  12  tI  ovv  iroi-iiau) ;  D  (writing  -e  as  -ot)  has  rt  ow  OeXer- 
aiiroii](r(D,  of  which  the  last  letters  might  be  corrupted  into  (or  from)  airoXwru. 

We  have  seen  above  that  airoXvau  and  airoXtau)  may  have  been  interchanged. 
If  eeXeraiairoXearu  were  written  for  fleXeraiirotTjtrw  in  Mk.  xv.  12  the  meaning  would 
become  "  what  then  ?  Do  you  wish  me  to  destroy  the  king  of  the  Jews  ?"  This 
resembles  John  xix.  15  "Shall  I  crucify  your  king?" 

2  Comp.  Mk.  XV.  20  i^6i.yov(nv,  "they  leadhim  out"  =  Mt.  xxvii.  31  (Lk.  xxiii. 
26)  dir^avoj',  "ledUm  away."  There  Mk.  lays  stress  on  the  leading  out  from 
the  city.     Mt.-Lk.  use  the  common  term  for  leading  to  execution. 

3  [505a]  Josh,  xviii.  9  "they  came  (i^veyKav)" ;  i  Chr.  xi.  18  "brought  it" 
(LXX  om.  but  B  amg.  Ak  ^\eov)  =  2  S.  xxiii.  16  "brought  it,"  vapeyivouTo ;  Hag. 
ii.  16  "came,"  ive^dWere. 
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Greek  "  and  "  resembles  the  Greek  "  there  "  both  in  writing 
and  in  pronunciation,  and  the  two  words  are  interchanged 
elsewhere  in  the  account  of  the  Passion/  so  that  the  agree- 
ment, such  as  it  is,  may  be  merely  casual. 

But  there  are  grounds  for  thinking  that  "  there  "  proceeds 
from  a  Hebrew  source,  and  that  some  Hebrew  confusion  is 
latent  under  Matthew's  "  sitting  down  they  watched  him  there. 
And  tJiey  put  dhowc  his  head  his  accusation  .  .  ."  Instead 
of  "  and  they  put  (iireOrjKav),"  Mark  and  Luke  state  that 
there  "  was  (^v)  "  an  inscription,  John,  however,  has  "  Pilate 
put  (eOrfKev)."  These  facts  point  to  the  Hebrew  idiom  '*  and 
[one]  put,"  capable  of  meaning  "peop/e  put,"  as  Mark  and 
Luke  seem  to  have  understood  it,^  or  (Matthew)  "  they  (i.e. 
soldiers)  put,"  or  (John)  ''he  (i.e.  Pilate)  put."  Now  the 
Hebrew  for  "he  put"  is  D^  and  for  "there"  is  D»,  and, 
without  vowel  points,  they  are  identical  (Dt!)).  Hence  in  a 
passage  of  Habbakuk  the  two  are  confused.  Also,  in  the 
very  first  instance  in  which  "  he  put "  occurs  in  the  Bible, 
the  LXX  has  "he  (a-^  put  (a^  there"  conflating  the  two 
meanings.  It  is  possible  that  Matthew  has  done  so  here, 
preserving  an  original  "  put  "  but  introducing  a  non-original 
"  there."  » 

But,    again,   where   an    error    of   this   kind    occurs,  the 

'  [506a]  Mk.  XV.  40  fiao.v  Zk  Ka.X  7i/j'aticei  =  Mt.  xxvii.  55  ^<ra.v  di  4Kei  (D 
substitutes  «ca/)  ywdiKes :  Mk.  xv.  47  rj  di  Ma/>/a  =  Mt.  xxvii.  61  ^v  Si  iK€t  Maptd/i. 
In  Mk.  XV.  40,  the  first  M.apla  is  preceded  by  kcU  "  both,"  and  Mt.  xxvii.  61 
may  have  corrupted  If  Se  Ke  (i.e.  Kal)  Mapta^  into  1}  ScKei  M.,  which  he  read  as  ^f 
«■  iKtt  M. 

In  the  LXX,  the  Greek  "and  (»cat)"  often  introduces  the  apodosis.  If  an 
early  Gospel  had  "  when  they  came  to  Golgotha  .  .  .  and  (ks  or  *ccu)  (meaning 
"  then  ")  they  crucified  him,"  it  would  be  natural  to  substitute  e#ci,  or  e»c«. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Mk.  xv.  25  iffrai/puffav  airrbv  is  followed  by  koI  fiw  ^ 
(D  rf>  it),  Lk.  xxiii.  38  fjv  Si  koU  (D  +  17).  This  exhibits  a  confusion  arising  from 
an  oscillation  between  5^  and  Koi,  which  was  very  likely  to  result  in  a  blending  of 
the  two  as  Scxcu,  corrected  to  ^*cet. 

'  In  three  instances  i  S.  xxx.  25,  (?)  Job  xxxviii.  33,  Jer.  xii.  11  (A  tyty^n 
but  LXX  irien),  "put,"  nw,  =  yli>(ffeai. 

*  [506^]  Jn.  xix.  19  IdrfKtv  ixl  roO  rravpoO.  llab.  iii.  4  "  there,"  Wero  :  Gen. 
xxviii.  18  "  that  he  had-pui,"  LXX  "  that  he  had  pit  there.'' 
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passage  often  shews  other  errors  of  the  same  nature.  Now, 
in  the  two  versions  of  David's  final  Psalm,  Samuel  has 
"  keep  "  or  "  watch  (ncBJ) "  where  the  Psalm  has  "  put  (Dim)." 
And  there  are  two  other  passages  at  least  where  the  LXX 
confuses  the  words.  This  suggests  that  Matthew's  "they 
watched  him  "  may  be  another  marginal  rendering  of  "  put."  * 

Lastly,  why  should  Matthew  tell  us  that  the  soldiers 
"  sat  down  "  ?  Was  this  usual  for  Romans  on  guard  ?  And 
even  if  it  were,  would  it  be  worth  inserting  ?  It  has  been 
repeatedly  stated  that  D  (or  d)  which  is  (616«)  almost 
identical  with  n  in  Hebrew  inscriptions  of  Christ's  time,  is 
frequently  confused  with  the  latter,  so  that  DIB)  might  be 
confused  with  nt&.  But  the  latter  is  frequently,  by  error 
(9),  rendered  "  sit."  Hence  "  sit "  may  here  be  part  of  a 
conflation  of  "  put." 

If  this  explanation  is  correct,  Matthew's  and  Luke's  use 
of  "  there  "  in  the  present  passage  does  not  arise  from  Greek 
corruption  but  from  Hebrew.* 

§  71  {a).  {Mk.-Mt.)  "his  accusation"  omitted  by  Lk.  and Jn. 

[506  (i)]  The  following,  though  not  verbally,  exhibits 
practically  an  agreement  of  Matthew  and  Luke  against  Mark, 
and  one  that  appears  to  be  somewhat  more  than  a  correction 
for  definiteness. 

Mk.  XV.  26  (lit).  Mt  xxvii.  37  (lit).  Lk.  xxiii.  38  (lit). 

"And    there    was  "And     they     put  "But     there    was 

the     inscription     of     above     (eVai/o))     his      also    an    inscription 

^  [506^]  2  S.  xxii.  44  "thou  hast  kept  me  ('rDrn)"  ^uXdfeii,  Luc.  ?^oi;=Ps. 
xviii.  43  "thou  hast  made  me  {-syvn)"  KaTaa-r^creii ;  i  S.  ix.  24  "  iepi  (tcv)," 
rtOetrai,  Ps.  xxxix.  I  "  I  will  keep,"  i0einii>. 

^  [506O  For  confusion  of  mc  and  air,  see  Job  xxxiv.  14,  Is.  xxviii.  25,  and 
probably  Gen.  xxx.  36.  It  happens  that  Matthew's  "sitting"  is  preceded  by 
"  casting  lots."  The  Hebrew  for  the  latter,  h-sn  (lit.  "  cause  to  fall,"  hence  "  make 
to  lie  down  "),  is  rendered  Kadl^eiv  in  Deut.  xxv.  2,  so  that  part  of  Matthew's 
conflation  might  be  thus  explained.  And  it  must  be  admitted  that  a  fourfold 
conflation  ("sit,"  "guard,"  "there,"  "put")  is  very  rare. 
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his  cause  [of  punish- 
ment] {alria'i)  ^  in- 
scribed {eTTiyeypafjL- 

Compare  : — 

Jn.  xix.  19. 

"  And  Pilate  wrote 
a  title  also  and  put 
it  upon  the  cross 
(eVl  Tou  (TTavpov)" 


head  his  cause  [of 
punishment]  (airlav) 
written     {yeypafifie- 


Evang.  Pet  §  4. 

"And  when  they 
/i/ted  up  (capdaxrav) 
the  cross  they  in- 
scribed ..." 


oz'er 


(so    R.V. 

?  upon)      him 


but 
(eV* 


'?>)• 


Diatess.  li.  31. 

"  And  Pilate  wrote 
on  a  tablet  the  cause 
of  his  death  and  put 
it  on  the  wood  of 
the  cross  adot'e  his 
head." 


*  [506  (i)  o]  Airla,  when  meaning  "  cause  [of  punishment],"  might  be  rendered 
"crime,"  as  in  Jn.  xix.  6,  "I  find  no  crime  in  him."  It  is  rendered  "cause  of 
his  death"  in  Diatess.,  and  "crime"  in  SS  (Mt.).  When  Lk.  uses  it  thus,  he 
gives  the  phrase  in  full,  Acts  xiii.  28,  xxviii.  18  "cause  of  death  (alrlaf  dayirov)." 

In  LXX,  as  the  correct  rendering  of  Heb.,  alrla  occurs  only  in  Gen.  iv.  13 
^' my  punishment  {masg.  tmquity)  (pv),"  Prov.  xxviii.  17  (R.V.)  "laden  with  the 
hlood  of  (oia  prj?)  .   .  .  "  iv  alrlq.  <f>6vov,  prob.  meaning  "guilt." 

'  'Exiytypafineyrf  is  rendered  by  R.V,  here  "written  over,"  and  inypa^v 
"superscription."  Whatever  the  intention  of  R.V.  may  be — whether  to  harmonize 
Mk.  with  the  other  Evangelists  or  not — the  translation  is  not  justified  by  L.  S. , 
which  does  not  recognize  the  term  "superscription"  for  iiriypa<t>-^,  and  which 
renders  inypdipu  "write  i4pon,"  "inscribe,"  "put  a  name  or  title  oh"  (the 
only  instance  of  "over"  being  "Plato  PAtudr.  p.  264c  ivlypafi/M  fl  M/3^i  <pa<rl» 
(xtyeypd<f>0ai,  (L.  S.)  "over,  or  on,  the  tomb  of  Midas").  R.V.  renders 
Rev.  xxi.  12,  "and  at  the  gates  twelve  angels  and  names  rvritten- thereon 
{i-rtyrYpa/ifUya),"  and  Acts  xvii.   23,  pu/ibv  iv  y  itreyiy pairru,   "  an  altar  with 

1  ills  inscription."  So  far  as  the  Greek  iTiypdtpo)  is  concerned,  the  writing 
may  have  been  on  any  part  of  the  cross,  at  the  foot,  or  at  the  top :  the  word 
merely  means  "  inscribe."  In  LXX  iiriypdil>a  occurs  six  or  seven  times,  and 
alwrays  in  the  sense  of  "  inscribing,"  e.g.  on  a  staff,  a  tablet,  heart,  hand,  etc. 
(R.V.  once  (Is.  xliv.  5)  renders  in  text  "subscribe  with  his  hand,"  marg.  "write 
OH  his  hand  ").  It  never  means  "  writing  over  "  in  the  sense  of  "  writing  high  up," 
and  when  it  =  a  Heb.  word,  the  Heb.  is  (5)  ana,  which  simply  means  "write." 

*  [506  (i)  b]  'Ev'  airr(fi  is  rendered  (Thayer)  "over  his  head,"  but  with  no 
instance  alleged  from  Gk.  literature  to  shew  that  M  with  the  dative  of  the  person 
could  have  this  meaning.  "  Put  upon"  in  LXX  seems  mostly  to  have  irrl  with 
accus.  of  person,  Exod.  iii.  22,  Lev.  viii.  7  (A  aim^  without  iirt  as  in  Gen.  xxii.  6), 

2  K.  V.  23,  xi.  12,  Is.  xlii.  I,  Ezek.  xvi.  14.  Acts  xi.  19  (r^t  yevofUvrp  hri 
^T«<pdf(fi  (R-V.)  "about  Stephen"),  and  Acts  v.  35  (ir/xxr^x""'  iavTcit  iwl  toIi 
i.vO(xi)W(K%  Toirroit  rl  fifKKtre  xpiaatuf,  (R.V.)  " as  touching  these  men")  have  not 
"  put  "  in  the  context. 
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SS    is   wanting   for  John,  but   renders    the    Synoptists 


thus 


Mk.  (SS).  Mt.  (SS).  Lk.  (SS). 

"And   his  accusa-  "And   while   they  "And   an  inscrip- 

tion was  written."  were      sitting     they     tion  was  written  and 

wrote      the      crime,      placed  over  him." 
They  set  it  ovtr  his 
head." 

The  agreement  of  Matthew  and  Luke  against  Mark 
consists  in  the  statement  that  the  inscription  was  "  up-above 
(eVaj/tu)  "  or  "  upon  (eVt)  "  something.  John  also  adopts  this 
correction.  But  the  three  correctors  differ  as  to  the  object 
of  the  preposition  :  (Mt.)  "his  head,"  (Lk.)  "him,"  (Jn.)  "the 
cross."  The  Gospel  of  Peter  has  no  preposition,  but  seems 
to  imply  "  up  "  in  "  lifted  up."  These  agreements  point  to 
a  reading — whether  of  the  Hebrew  original  or  of  a  very 
early  Hebrew  gloss — that  might  mean  "above  him,"  or 
"above  it,"  or  "lift  up."  Lastly,  the  difficulty  of  Luke's 
apparently  unexampled  use  of  eVt  with  the  dative  to  mean 
"  over "  would  be  removed  if  we  could  suppose  that,  as  in 
two  passages  of  the  Acts,  the  preposition  does  not  mean 
"  over  "  but  "  about "  :  and  if  the  Hebrew  original  or  gloss 
could  include  this  meaning,  it  would  have  so  much  the  more 
probability.  Now  all  these  conditions  would  be  satisfied  by 
the  Hebrew  Si;,  "above"  (or  f?rD,  literally,  "from  above," 
but  practically  indistinguishable  from  "  above  ").  This  pre- 
position may  mean  "  above,"  "  about,"  or  "  against."  More- 
over "  about  him  (or,  it),"  or  "  above  him  (or,  it),"  ^h's,  might 
easily  be  confused  with  the  verb  rh's,  "go  up."  Thus  in 
Numb.  xxi.  17,  "spring-up  ("''?i;),"  is  read  by  LXX  as  h-s 
followed  by  the  article  n,  i.e.  nSl?,  and  is  rendered  "  upon  the 
(eVt  Tov) "  :  and  in  i  S.  ii.  i  o,  "  against  them  ( A.V.  upon 
them),  ^h^,  is  spelt  'h^  in  the  Hebrew  text,  and  is  rendered 
by  the  LXX  "  went  up."     Such  an  original  then  might  be 
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interpreted  by  Matthew  as  "above  him,"  i.e.  "over  his  head," 
by  Luke  as  "  concerning  him,"  by  John  as  "  upon  it,"  i.e. 
"  upon  the  cross,"  which  is  amplified  by  Diatessaron  as 
meaning  strictly,  not  on  the  cross,  but  on  a  tablet  placed  at 
the  top  of  the  cross  over  Christ's  head.  Lastly,  the  Gospel 
of  Peter  appears  to  have  taken  V7i?  as  a  form  of  the  verb 
rrSr,  so  that  the  meaning  was  not  "  tipon  the  cross,"  but  ''on 
lifting  up  the  cross." 

[506  (ii)]  But  is  it  likely — it  may  be  asked — that  Mark, 
the  earliest  Evangelist,  misunderstood  and  corrupted  so 
familiar  and  intelligible  a  word  as  "  upon,"  and  corrupted 
it  into  so  unfamiliar  and  difficult  a  word  as  "  cause  of 
punishment"?  It  is  in  the  highest  degree  unlikely.  If 
therefore  we  can  point  to  a  Biblical  word  for  "cause  of 
punishment "  that  resembles  the  Hebrew  for  "  above  him 
(or,  it),"  it  may  be  regarded  as  extremely  probable  that  this 
was  the  original  word,  conflated  by  Matthew  with  the  corrupt 
"  above  him,"  and  dropped  altogether  (in  favour  of  the 
corruption)  by  later  authorities.  Now  Gesenius  (ed.  Buhl) 
expressly  refers  to  the  Greek  word  "  cause  of  punishment " 
used  in  this  passage  (and  Jn.  xviii.  38)  as  corresponding  to 
a  word  used  thrice  in  Dan.  vi.  4,  5  "The  satraps  sought  to 
find  occasion  {i.e.  cause  of  punishment)  against  Daniel."  But 
the  Aramaic  word  there  used  is  rhi,  which  in  Hebrew  is  a 
verb  meaning  "  go  up,"  t/ie  very  word  mentioned  above  as 
being  easily  confused  with  yhs,  "  upon  him  {or,  it).**  '^ 

[506  (iii)]  It  is  easy  to  understand  that  the  author  of 
the  original  Hebrew — writing  (like  Ben  Sira)  in  a  dead 
language,  and  occasionally  inserting  in  his  Biblical  Hebrew 
an  expression  of  New  Hebrew  or  Aramaic  origin — might 
select  from  Daniel  the  word  in  question,  because  it  was  the 
only  word  in  the  Bible  that  exactly  suited  his  purpose.  He 
wished  to  express  that  it  was  an  accusation,  but  a  false  one  ; 

*  "  Upon  it,"  referring  to  a  feminine  noun,  would  be  n'^y.     This  would  be 
perhaps  still  more  easily  confused  with  n^y,  "cause  of  punishment." 
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a  ^'pretext"  not  an  actual  ^' offence''  But  unfortunately  the 
word  rh's — especially  in  the  participial  form  when  it  is 
written  rhya — is  very  easily  confused  with  another,  rh^S, 
meaning  "iniquity."  Thus,  in  Job  xxxvi.  33,  rhys^  in  the 
sense  "  cometh  up,"  is  rendered  by  the  LXX  "  iniquity 
(dBi/cla),"  and  in  Is.  Ixi.  8,  where  7r?M)  probably  means 
"  iniquity,"  the  R.V.  gives  the  alternative  of  rendering  it  (in 
the  sense  of  "  lifting  up  ")  as  "  burnt  offering."  Also,  in  the 
very  passage  of  Daniel  above- quoted,  whereas  Theodotion 
thrice  renders  the  word  exactly,  "  pretext  {irpof^aa-tsi)"  the 
LXX,  in  its  loose  paraphrase,  cither  drops  the  word  alto- 
gether, or  implies  it  in  the  words  "  could  not  find  sin  or 
igftorance  against  Daniel  about  which  they  might  accuse  him 
to  the  king."  ^  Many  Christian  readers  may  experience  a 
slight  feeling  of  shock  at  the  above-quoted  words  from  SS, 
"  While  they  were  sitting  they  wrote  the  crime"  But  this 
was  a  natural  sense  in  which  to  take  the  Aramaic  word, 
and  perhaps  Mark  took  it  so  himself,  though  of  course  he 
meant  "  the  \allege<r\  crivu:"  Whatever  Mark  may  have 
meant,  the  motives  for  altering  his  language  must  have  been 
very  strong ;  and,  on  the  hypothesis  of  an  original  Aramaic 
nSr,  the  justification  for  a  slight  alteration  that  made 
excellent  sense  might  well  seem  overwhelming.^ 

^  This  is  parallel  to  Dan.  vi.  4  (Theod. )  koX  iraffoi'  irp6<fxuTii>  xal  Tapdwrufia  sal 
dfipXdKrjfia  oirx  eJipov  Kar  ainov. 

-  [506  (iii)  a]  It  has  been  shewn  (Black,  Enc.  Bibl.  ii.  p.  1768  foil.)  that  Jn.  as 
a  rule  supports  and  explains  Mk.  where  Lk.  deviates  from  Mk.  All  the  more 
remarkable  is  it  to  find  Jn.  thrice  expressly  using  this  rare  word  of  Mk.'s  \vith  a 
negative,  Jn.  xviii.  38  "I  find  no  crivie  {alrlav)  in  him"  (comp.  Jn.  xix.  4,  6). 
Lk.  avoids  the  noun,  but  thrice  uses  the  adjective,  Lk.  xxiii.  4  "  I  find  nothing 
criminal  (atriov)  in  this  man  "  (comp.  Lk.  xxiii.  14,  22).  Considering  the  extreme 
rarity  of  these  words,  is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  all  these  uses  of  alrla  and 
dirios  in  the  same  context  are  a  mere  coincidence,  instead  of  being  attempts  of  the 
later  Evangelists  to  correct  what  seemed  to  be  a  slip  of  the  earliest  one  ?  Mk. 
seemed  to  speak  of  Christ's  "  crime  "  as  written  on  the  cross  :  "  Not  so,"  say  Lk. 
and  Jn.,  "  Pilate  thrice  said,  '  I  find  no  crime  (or,  tiothing  criminal)  in  him.'  " 

[506  (iii)  b\  As  the  rendering  of  Mk.  xv.  26  "  And  there  was  the  inscription  of 
his  cause  [of  punishment],"  Delitzsch  gives  "  And  there  was  a  writing  of  the  word 
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§  72.    The  titles  of  Christ 


Mk.  XV.  32. 

"the    Christ 
king  of  Israel." 


the 


Mt.  xxvii.  40,  42,  43. 

"if  thou  art  the 
Son  of  God ...  he  is 
king  of  Israel ...  for 
he  said,  I  am  the  Son 
of  God:' 


Lk.  xxiii.  35,  37. 

"  if  this  is  the 
Christ  of  God  the 
Elect"  (or,  as  SS, 
"the  Christ,  the  Elect 
of  God,"  but  D,  "if 
thou  art  the  Son  of 
God,  if  Christ,  if  the 
Elect ")  .  .  .  (37)  If 
thou  art  the  king  of 
the  Jews." 

[607]  This  can  hardly  be  called  an  instance  of  agree- 
ment against  Mark.  Above  (483)  where  Mark  had  "the 
Son  of  the  Blessed,"  Matthew  and  Luke  had,  in  different 
contexts,  "  the  Son  of  God "  ;  and  it  is  therefore  natural 
that  the  latter  term  should  be  repeated  by  those  who  there 
employed  it.  But  the  context  is  so  different  that  there  is 
not  the  least  reason  for  supposing  that  Luke  borrowed  it 
from  Matthew. 

[508]  It  is  however  possible  that  Luke,  who  omits  "  king 
of  Israel,"  ^  may  have  rendered  "  Israel  "  by  resolving  it  into 
its  component  parts,  "  the  righteous  one  of  God."  .  Above, 
Luke  assigned  the  phrase  "  Christ  [that  is]  king,"  to  the 
chief  priests  when  speaking  to  Pilate.      Here  he  may  have 

o{\i\&  guilt  (inDTK)."  Reasons  have  been  given  (506  (ii))  for  preferring  the  word 
>uffiested  by  Gesenius,  nVy.  But  it  is  not  improbable  that,  in  the  conflict  of 
opinion  that  arose  on  the  meaning  of  the  ambiguous  word  nVp,  some — who  took 
the  word  as  meaning  "  imputed  offence,"  and  not  as  meaning  "  above  "  or  "  upon  " 
— may  have  written  this  word  in  the  margin.  If  it  was  thus  written,  those  who 
rejected  every  allusion  to  "crime"  or  "offence,"  might  be  disposed  to  take  .tdtk, 
"guilt "as  an  error  for  .TOrK,  "a  (military)  watch,"  or  "guard."  This  might 
have  some  bearing  on  Mt.  xxvii.  36  "watched,"  although  it  may  be  adequately 
explained  (506)  ^  a  conflation  of  oir  read  as  lOP. 

*  Lk.  xxiii.  37  assigns  "  king  of  the  Jews  "  to  the  soldiers,  but  nowhere  makes 
mention  of  "  king  of  Israel,"  which  Mark  and  Matthew  assign  to  the  chief  priests. 
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considered  that  "Christ,"  since  it  might  mean  "anointed 
[king],"  made  "king"  superfluous  in  the  mouths  of  Jews 
speaking  among  themselves.  Hence,  Luke  may  have 
preferred  to  read  Mark's  "  Christ,  the  king  of  Israel "  as 
being  "  the  Christ,  the  King,  the  Righteous  one  of  God," 
which  he  paraphrased  into  "  the  Christ  of  God,  the  Elect."  ^ 

§  73.    The  description  of  Christ' s  death 

Mk.  XV.  37  "^  (lit).  Mt.  xxvii.  50  (lit.).  Lk.  xxiii.  46  (lit). 

[509]  "  But  Jesus  "But  Jesus  having  "And  having  cried 

having   sent   forth  a     again  exclaimed  with      with  a  loud  cry  Jesus 

loud  cry  expired."  a  loud  cry  sent  forth     said.  Father,  into  thy 

his  (lit  the)  spirit"        hand  I  commend  my 

spirit.      But    having 

said  this  heexpired."^ 

[510]  Confusion  may  have  arisen,  ist,  from  the  Hebrew 
idiom  "  he  gave  with  a  cry,  or  voice,"  occasionally  used  to 
mean  "  he  gave  a  cry,"  2nd,  from  the  similarity  of  "  his  soul 

^  [508a]  The  word  nr'  "  right  "  =  sometimes  "right  (in  the  sight  of),"  hence 
evSoKeiv  (l),  ipiffKtiv  (2).  It  =  (l)  Scioi  applied  to  God,  but  never  tKXeicroi. 
Possibly  motive,  as  well  as  variations  in  the  text,  may  have  induced  Luke  to  avoid 
applying  the  term  "king"  to  Christ.  It  was  calculated  to  excite  the  suspicion 
and  hostility  of  Roman  magistrates.  Jn.  mjikes  it  clear,  in  a  dialogue  between 
Christ  and  Pilate,  that  "king"  is  meant  in  a  spiritual  sense. 

2  In  order  to  shew  the  parallelism,  the  Greek  words  (i)  ^wvij,  (2)  K/xifeu*,  are 
here  rendered  (i)  "cry,"  (2)  "  exclaim,"  though  ^wvi)  should  rather  be  "voice" 
and  Kpd^etv  "cry."  Also  d^i^vai  ("utter")  is  rendered  "send  forth,"  in  order 
that  the  same  English  verb  may  be  used  both  with  "  cry"  and  with  "spirit." 

In  Mk.  XV.  37,  SS  has  "  cried  wiiA  a  loud  voice,"  L  has  <puvT)  /jxyaXrjv  (sic). 

'  [509^]  In  Lk.  (not  in  Mk.)  the  translation  of  SS  gives  "  ended  "  as  a  marg. 
altern.  for  "expired."  The  word  "go  forth,"  when  used  causatively  as  "send 
forth "  =  (in  Aram.)  "bring  to  an  end,"  "finish."  Comp.  Ezr.  vi.  15  "this 
house  y/3.s  Jinisked  (n'x'e'),  iTi\e<7av=i  Esdr.  vii.  5  ffwereKiaOrt.  Comp.  Jn.  xix.  30 
TexAeo-rat,  "  It  is  Jinished."  Gesen.  (Mitchell)  derives  k'sjt  from  ks'.  Buhl  does 
not.  Levy  (iv.  p.  548  (a))  follows  Gesen,  and  says  that  it  is  frequent  in  Targums, 
in  the  sense  of  " completing,"  quoting  a  comment  on  Gen.  xxxii.  27  ("I  will  not 
let  thee  go  till  thou  hast  blessed  me  ")  as  follows,  "  That  is  as  though  one  were  to 
say  to  the  labourer,  '  Hast  thou  completed-the-labour  (nx"p)  then  take  thy  wage 
(nr'D).'" 
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went-forth"  and  "he  caused-to-go-forth  his  soul."  If  so,  the 
original  was,  "  And  Jesus  gave  with  a  loud  cry  "  ;  and  prob- 
ably it  continued  in  the  words  used  to  describe  the  death  of 
Rachel,  "  and  his  soul  went  forth." 

[611]  Mark  (since  ''give  a  cry"  is  not  Greek)  trans- 
lated this  idiomatically  thus,  ''sent  forth  a  loud  cry  and 
expired."  ^ 

[512]  Matthew,  erroneously  retaining  "  with,"  and  prob- 
ably taking  "  went "  causatively,  interpreted  it  thus  :  "  sent 
forth,  with  a  loud  cry,  and  caused  to  go  forth,  his  soul," 
taking  "  sent  forth  and  caused  to  go  forth  "  as  an  emphatic 
statement  of  the  fact  that  Jesus  dismissed  His  own  soul. 
Only,  instead  of  "  soul,"  he  prefers  "  spirit "  or  "  breath," 
which  indeed  is  etymologically  contained  in  Mark's  "  ex- 
{s)pire:' '' 

[513]  Luke  takes  the  words  as  indicating  that  Jesus 
"  sent  forth  a  loud  cry  [saying]  (459  (i))  that  he  caused-to-go- 
forth  his  soul."     This   harmonized  with   the  words   of  the 

*  [511a]  Comp.  Ps.  Ixviii.  33  *'  He  uttereth  his  voice,"  lit.  "will  give  in  (or 
with)  his  voice,"  Jtiaei  iv  r^  ttxav^  airroO  (kR*  om.  ey,  K^  ifxijvrip).  The  Heb. 
idiom  recurs  in  Jer.  xii.  8  and  Ps.  xlvi.  6,  but  the  LXX  om.  "in."  Elsewhere 
the  Heb.  has,  "gave  his  voice,"  as  in  Gen.  xlv.  2  "  he  gave  his  voice  in  weep- 
ing," LXX  iifnJKcv  tpuvrfv  ixtrb.  *cXai;^^oO  (R.V.  "he  wept  aloud").  The  Greek 
dutnivoLi  is  also  used  in  Gen.  xxxv.  18  (lit.)  "in  the  going  forth  of  her  soul," 
LXX  "  when  she  was  sending  forth  her  soul,"  iv  ry  itpUvax  oi)tV  tV  yf/vxfiy 
(R.V.  "  as  her  soul  was  in  departing"  nvti  nttsa). 

[511*]  There  is  Biblical  precedent  for  an  active  form  of  "sending  forth,"  lit, 
"blowing"  one's  soul,  in  (Gesen.  Oxf.)  Jer.  xv.  9,  Job  xi.  20,  xxxi.  39.  But 
that  word  naj  ("  blow,"  or  "  puff,"  often  used  of  "  blowing  "  a  fire)  is  connected 
in  Job  xi.  20  (naa  "  breathing  out  ")  with  "  the  hope  of  the  wicked,"  and  its  use 
in  Jer.  xv.  8-9  ("  I  have  caused  anguish  ...  to  fall  upon  her  suddenly  .  .  .  she 
hath  given  up  the  ghost ")  does  not  seem  likely  to  commend  the  word  to  an 
Evangelist  describing  the  death  of  Christ.  Moreover,  none  of  its  renderings  in 
LXX  (Jer.  xv.  9  inrtK&Kyiatv,  Job  xi.  20  om.  or  paraphr..  Job  xxxi.  39  iK\apil>¥ 
iMxr/aa)  resemble  the  Synoptic  Greek,  which,  on  the  other  hand,  in  Mk.  and  Mt. 
(i<p€ls,  i((nfKti'),  somewhat  resembles  the  LXX  Greek  describing  the  "  going  forth  " 
of  Rachel's  soul. 

*  Mt.  also  adds  '•  again."  Possibly  he  wished  to  prevent  any  readers  from 
taking  the  words  as  referring  to  the  previous  cry  (om.  by  Luke),  and  to  guard 
against  such  an  interpretation  as,  "  Now  Jesus  had  [as  I  have  said]  cried  aloud." 
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Psalmist  "  Into  thine  hand  I  commend  my  spirit."  ^  Luke 
therefore  quotes  these  words  as  representing  what  Jesus  said. 
[514]  John  does  not  mention  the  quotation  from  the 
Psalmist,  but  gives,  as  the  last  utterance,  "  It  t's  finished!' 
The  Hebrew  ''went  forth"  has  the  meaning  of  "«V  is 
finished"  in  Aramaic ;  and  it  (509a)  is  so  translated  in 
Ezra  and  in  the  parallel  Esdras. 

§  74.  {Mk:)  «  he  expired"  {Mt.-Lk.)  "  coming  to  pass  "  or 
"  came  to  pass  " 


Mk.  XV.  39. 

"...  that  he  thus 
expired." 


Mt  xxvii.  54. 

"...  the  earth- 
quake and  the 
[things'\  -  that  -  were- 
coming-to-pass. " 


Lk.  xxiii.  47. 

"...  that  which 
had  come  to  pass." 


It  has  been  shewn  {Clue,  172-6)  that  the  original  was 
probably  "  the-things-that-had-come-to-pass,"  and  that  this 
was  paraphrased  by  Mark,  and  conflated  by  Matthew  with 
"  earthquake." 


§  75.  {Mk.)  "in  Galilee;'  {Mt.-Lk.)  ''from  Galilee" 


Mt.  xxvii.  55. 

•'  those  -  who  fol- 
lowed {past  tense) 
Jesus  from  Galilee, 
ministering  to  him." 


Lk.  xxiiL  49. 

"  and         women, 

those   who-had-been- 

together  -   following 

{particip.  pres.)  him 

from  Galilee."  " 


Mk.  XV.  41. 
[515]  "who,  when 
he  was  in  Galilee, 
used -to -follow  (im- 
perf.)  him  and  used- 
to-minister  to  him" 
(D  reads  "  followed," 
SS  "  those  who  came 
with  him  from  Gali- 
lee "). 


^  Ps.  xxxi.  5.  The  Jewish  Prayer-Book  (ed.  Singer,  p.  317)  prescribes  these 
words  among  the  final  utterances  on  the  death-bed. 

"^  [515a]  Lk.  xxiii.  49 (ri/vaKoXou^oOo-at airr^J  ineh  t^i  F.,  R.V.  "following  with 
him  from  Galilee,"  which  is  the  most  natural  meaning  of  the  words.     But  whom, 
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[616]  Owing  to  the  similarity  of  the  Hebrew  letters 
meaning  "  in  "  and  "  from  " — which  is  the  cause  of  multitudes 
of  errors  in  the  LXX — "  who  itt  Galilee  used  to  follow  him  " 
might  be  confused  with  "  who  from  Galilee  followed  him." 
Compare  the  two  following  parallel  passages,  where  the  same 
Hebrew  is  quite  differently  translated  by  LXX  :  (i)  "  and  they 
made  a  conspiracy  against  him  in  Jerusalem  and  he  fled  to 
Lachish,"  (ii)  "  they  made  an  assault  upon  him,  and  from 
Jerusalem  he  fled  to  Lachish."  ^ 


\7(>.  foseph  of  Arimathaea 


Mk.  XV.  42,  43  (lit.). 

"And  now  .  .  . 
having  come  Joseph 
from  Arimathaea  (a 
councillor  of-honour- 
able-estate  ^  who  also 
himself  was  awaiting 
the  kingdom  of  God) 


Mt.  xxvii.  57,  58. 

"But  .  .  .  there 
came  a  man  of-wealth 
from  Arimathaea  (his 
name  [was]  Joseph) 
who  also  had  himself 
become  a  disciple  to 
Jesus.       This   {man) 


Lk-  xxiii.  50—52. 

"  And  behold  a 
man  by  name  Joseph, 
a  councillor  by-posi- 
tion {vTrdp-)((ov),  a 
man  good  and  just — 
this  (?)  {man)  had  not 
consented      to     the 


or  what,  had  they  been  "following,  with  Jesus"?  Could  "follow"  mean 
"making  [the  Passover]  pilgrimage"?  Mk.  v.  37  fier'  airrov  avvaKoXovOijffcu 
certainly  means  "following  (Jairus]  wttA  Jesus";  but  there  the  insertion  of 
/irr'  airrov  prevents  ambiguity.  Mk.  xiv.  51  awrfKoXoidu  airrtp  may  mean  "a 
certain  young  man  had  been  following  him  [i.e.  Jesus]  with  [the  rest  of  the 
disciples],"  or  "continued  to  follow  Jesus  with  [the  guards  who  led  him  away]," 
or  (as  R.V.)  "  followed  [the  guards  along]  with  him,"  i.e.  along  with  Jesus. 

Possibly — according  to  the  analogy  of  wapaKoXovOeiy,  "follow  iy  the  side  of" — 
cvi>aKo\ovd€U',  "follow  along  with,"  is  used  for  "be  in  close  attendance  on." 
In  LXX  it  occurs  only  in  2  Mace.  ii.  4  and  6.  In  ii.  6  certainly,  and  ii.  4  prob- 
ably, it  =  "  following  [Jeremiah]  together,"  not  "  along  with  "  Jeremiah. 

'  [516a]  2  K.  xiv.  19  =  2  Chr.  xxv.  27.  Comp.  2  K.  xiv.  13  "in  {iv)  the 
wall '"  =  2  Chr.  xxv.  23  "from  (iirb)  the  wall"  :  Dan.  i.  19  "among  them  all," 
LXX  i¥,  Theod.  (as  Heb.  -d)  iK  ;  Ezek.  xvi.  6  " ;«  thy  blood,"  ix  rov  aXfiarbi  vov: 
Jer.  vi.  1  "in  Tekoa,"  LXX  ip,  but  A  ^k  :  2  K.  xix.  35  "in  the  camp,"  ir,  but 
in  the  parallel  Is.  xxxvii.  36  ix.  In  Sir.  xl.  28,  Heb.  has  •»,  "  from  me,"  for 
'J3,  "  my  son,"  which  the  Editors  adopt.  The  confusion  of  the  Heb.  m  ("  from  ") 
and  *  ("  in  ")  is  apparent  in  Is.  xxxix.  i  "  Merodach"  =  2  K.  xx.  12  "  Berodach." 
I  am  informed  by  Professor  W.  H.  Bennett  that  B  and  M,  in  Hebrew  inscriptions 
of  Christ's  time,  are  almost  identical. 

'  "  Of-honourable-estate,"  ctJax^/iM^. 
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having  taken-courage      having       come      to      council     and     their 
came  in  to  Pilate."         Pilate."  action  —  from     Ari- 

mathaea,  a  city  of  the 
Jews,  who  awaited 
the  kingdom  of  God  : 
— this  (man)  having 
come  to  Pilate." 

(i)  Mt.-Lk's  agreements ;  "  this  {man)"  "  name " 

[517]  In  early  Greek  editions  of  Mark,  the  harshness 
caused  by  the  distance  of  "  Joseph  "  from  "  came  "  might  be 
felt  to  require  a  remedy,  which  was  supplied  in  the  margin 
by  the  pronoun  "  this  (man) "  (used  once  by  Matthew  and 
twice  by  Luke).  But  the  later  Evangelists  might  also  be 
returning  to  the  Hebrew  in  this  insertion.  Compare  the 
introduction  of  Deborah  :  "  Now  Deborah,  a  prophetess,  the 
wife  of  Lapidoth,  she  judged  Israel  at  that  time."  ^  Here 
Tischendorf  gives  the  Greek  rendering  as  "this  [woman]," 
while  Swete  gives  it  as  "(she)  herself"  Possibly  Mark 
rendered  it  in  the  words  "  himself  was  awaiting  .  .  .  [and] 
having  taken  courage  .  .  ."  The  addition  of  "  name  " — 
to  introduce  the  first  mention  of  Joseph — is  so  natural  as 
to  require  no  comment. 

(ii)  {Mk.)  "  of  honourable  estate"  (Mt.)  "  of  wealth"  {Lk.) 
"good  and  Just " 

[518]  The  word  used  by  Delitzsch  to  render  (Mark) 
"  of  honourable  estate  "  is  71DD,  the  passive  of  a  verb  lyD,  of 
which  the  radical  meaning  is  "  weight."  It  is  often  used 
with  reference  to  what  St  Paul  calls  the  " weight  of  glory" 
so  that  the  participle  (niph.)  (inD3)  means  "  glorious "  or 
"  honourable."  Only  on  one  occasion  does  the  adjective, 
TID,  refer  to  "  weight  of  wealth "  where  Abraham  is  de- 
scribed as  (Gen.  xiii.  2)  "  rich  ("TlD)  exceedingly  in  cattle." 

1  Judg.  iv.  4  KM,  Tisch.  oOnj,  Swete  oinj. 
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But  the  noun  is  about  eight  times  used  of  "  wealth."  ^  There 
would  therefore  be  some  slight  justification  for  rendering 
the  participle  "  wealthy,"  and  this  rendering  would  commend 
itself  to  an  Evangelist  that  saw  in  this  epithet  a  fulfilment 
of  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah  (liii.  9)  that  the  Messiah  should 
be  "  with  the  rich  in  his  death."  It  is  true  that  the  LXX 
gives  a  different  rendering  of  Isaiah's  words,  and  that 
Justin  Martyr  understood  them  to  mean  that  the  rich  would 
be  slain  in  vengeance  for  the  Messiah's  death.  But  Matthew's 
applications  of  prophecy  elsewhere,  e.g.  to  the  return  of  the 
child  Jesus  from  Egypt  and  to  the  purchase  of  "  the  potter's 
field,"  shew  that  he  might  discern  fulfilments  of  prophecy 
where  later  writers  failed  to  follow  him.* 

Luke,  if  he  had  before  him  Mark's  Hebrew  reading 
(1333),  and  if  he  knew,  and  disliked,  the  tradition  inter- 
preting it  as  "  wealthy,"  may  have  paraphrased  the  Hebrew 
as  meaning  "  respected  [because  of  his  moral  qualities],"  i.e. 
"  good  and  just." 

[519]  It  ought,  however,  to  be  added  that  other  causes 
beside  translation  from  Hebrew  may  account  for  Luke's 
correction  of  Mark.  The  Greek  word  used  by  Mark  to 
mean  "  of  honourable  estate  {eva'xrjtKov)  "  was  used  ambigu- 
ously by  writers  of  the  time.  Plutarch  and  Josephus  (as 
Wetstein's  commentary  on  Mark  attests)  used  it  to  mean 
"  of  good  position  "  implying  noble  birth  and  wealth.  But 
the  same  commentator  shews  that  the  Greek  grammarians 
with  one  consent  condemned  this  use  of  the  word  as  a 
mark  of  ignorance  and  bad   breeding.      Perhaps   Mark  did 

'  Gesen.  Oxf.  gives  Gen.  xxxi.  I,  Is.  x.  3,  Ixi.  6,  Ixvi.  11,  12,  Nah.  ii.  10, 
Ps.  xlix.  17,  18.     R.V.  sometimes  follows  Gesen.  Oxf.  in  margin. 

"  Justin  Mart.  Tryph.  §  32  kith  rdv  -fpa.<f>Q)P  t&f  Tpoaviarbpiiaa  .  .  .  itnl  rov 
Oaydrov  airrou  roin  irXovalovt  dayaruffiiaeaOat,  referring  to  §  13  (p.  230  K)  S<l)ffw 
.  .  .  roi>t  wXovfflovi  iirrl  roD  daydrou  auroO.  Comp.  Tertull.  Marc.  iii.  23  "dati 
sunt  .  .  .  locupletes  pro  morte  eius,  qui  scilicet  et  a  Juda  traditionem  redemerant 
et  a  militibus  falsum  testimonium  cadaveris  subrepti,"  i.e.  the  "  rich,"  the  rulers 
of  the  Jews,  were  punished  [?  in  the  fall  of  Jerusalem]  for  purchasing  the  treachery 
of  Judas  and  the  mendacity  of  the  guards  of  Christ's  tomb. 
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not  use  it  thus.  But  Matthew's  parallel,  and  the  con- 
demnations of  the  grammarians,  justify  the  belief  that  in 
the  first  century  multitudes  of  illiterate  Christians  would 
interpret  the  word  in  the  popular  and  degraded  sense,  very 
nearly  as  "  respectable  "  is  used  by  some  people  in  England, 
and  as  the  Latin  "  honesta  "  is  used  by  Petronius  (Wetstein) 
to  describe  a  matron  "  of  good  position  "  who  acts  in  a  very 
discreditable  way.^ 

Nor  should  it  be  omitted  that  Jewish  literature  itself 
affords  one  or  two  instances  of  the  connection  between 
"  councillors  "  and  "  rich  men."  For  example,  a  tradition 
mentioning  Nicodemus  Ben  Gorion  as  one  of  three  "  rich 
men  "  supporting  the  population  of  Jerusalem  when  .besieged 
by  Titus,  appears  in  another  form  mentioning  Ben  Nico- 
demus and  Ben  Gorion  as  two  of  four  "  councillors "  sup- 
porting the  people  ^ :  and  Levy  quotes  a  tradition  "  This 
man  is  rich  (ttii^),  we  will  make  him  councillor  (Dltovfpil,  i.e. 
fiov\€VT^*i  in  Hebrew  letters)."  * 

The  restoration  of  the  Original  is  complicated  by  the 
fact  that  John  introduces  Nicodemus  as  co-operating  with 
Joseph.  If  it  could  be  shewn  that  p  (k)  is  often  inter- 
changed with  D  (hard  c),  it  would  be  easy  to  allege  grounds 
for  believing  that  niDD,  "honourable,"  was  a  corruption  of 
"rp3,  part  of  the  name  "  Nicodemus."  Hostile  Jewish 
tradition  derisively  mentions  a  certain  '•pa,  "  the  innocent," 
as  one  of  five  disciples  of  Jesus,  and  it  is  not  improbable 

^  Wetst.  quotes  Phryn.  p.  146,  Suidas,  and  Etymol,  as  condemning  the 
popular  use,  Plut.  Parall.  Gr.  et  Rom.  15,  and  Joseph.  Vit.  9,  as  instances  of 
the  popular  use,  and  Petron.  140  "  Matrona,  inter  primas  honesta,  .  .  .  quae 
multas  saepe  haereditates  officio  aetatis  extorserat  ..."  Prov.  xi.  23  (the  only 
instance  of  the  word  in  LXX)  certainly  uses  it  in  a  moral  signification,  and  so 
probably  does  Luke  in  Acts  xiii,  50,  xvii.  12. 

2  Levy,  i.  p.  200  (a)  and  Hor.  Hebr.  on  Jn.  iii.  i. 

^  Levy,  i.  p.  199  {d)  and  see  (ib.)  the  mistake  that  caused  a  Jewish  writer  to 
take  the  first  part  of  the  New  Hebrew  word  for  "councillor"  ('^13)  as  meaning 
"rich."  In  Biblical  Hebrew,  "councillor"  would  be  {'v,  or  rendered  by  a 
paraphrase. 
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that  he  was  identical  with  Nicodemus.     But  the  discussion 
of  these  points  must  be  reserved  for  a  commentary. 

^77.    The  burial  of  Jesus 

Mk.  XV.  46.  Mt.  xxvii.  59.  Lk.  xxiii.  53. 

"  bound  -  [him]  -  *'  wrapped    it     in  "  wrapped   it    in 

round  in  the  linen."        clean  linen."  linen." 

[520]  Mark's  rather  rare  word  is  used  in  Polycarp's 
letter  to  the  Philippians  concerning  those  who  are  "  bound- 
round  in  the  chains  "  of  martyrdom  ;  and  there  (as  also  in 
two  passages  of  the  Septuagint)  it  is  altered  by  MSS.  or 
Editors.*  Mark's  preceding  words,  "  having  taken  him 
down,"  oblige  us  to  repeat  "  him  "  as  the  object  of  "  bound 
round."  This  was  naturally  repulsive  to  many  believers — 
that  Christ's  friends  should  be  described  as  "  binding,"  or 
rather,  perhaps,  as  "  fettering "  Him.  Consequently  the 
Corrector  substituted  "  wrapped  //,"  and  Matthew  and  Luke 
adopted  the  alteration. 

[521]  Not  so  John.  He  perhaps  felt  that  the  "binding" 
must  be  insisted  on  for  two  reasons.  First,  it  was  of  use  as 
an  answer  to  any  who  might  assert  that  Jesus  was  not  dead, 
and  that  He  awoke  from  a  swoon  and  left  the  grave  in  a 
natural  way.  Secondly,  he  might  see  a  mystical  meaning  in 
the  act  ;  for  "  the  binding  of  Isaac,"  a  type  of  Christ,  was 
a  favourite  topic  with  the  Jews.  At  all  events,  distin- 
guishing between  "  binding  "  and  "  wrapping  "  (for  he  uses 
both  words),  he  says  that  Christ's  friends  "took  the  body  of 
Jesus  and  bound  it  with  linen  cloths,"  and  subsequently  that 
the  two  disciples  saw  the  napkin  that  had  covered  the  head 
"  wrapped  up  (or,  rolled  up)  in  a  place  by  itself."  * 

'  Polyc.  Pkilipp.  §  i  (Lightf.),  I  S.  xxi.  9  bftCkrtitiin\  (A  etXijAM*""»)  and 
so  in  Is.  xi.  5  t\\y\fU¥ot  (kA  fiXi/a/uevot). 

'  Mk.  XV.  46  ^i'e/\i;<r«i»,  Mt.  xxvii.  59,  Lk.  xxiii.  53  iptr<i>x^tv.  Jn.  xix.  40 
"bound,"  tin\<jiu>,  Jn.  xx.  7  ivrrrvKiriiUvov.  R.V.  transl.  hrrvKiavtiv  "wrapped" 
in  Mt.-Lk.,  but  "  rolled  up"  in  Jn. 
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§  78.  (Mk.)  "in  a  white  robe;*  {Mt.-Lk.)  "...  lightning" 

Mk.  xvL  5.  Mt  xxviii.  2,  3.  Lk.  xxiv.  4. 

'a      young -man  "an  angel  ...  his  "two  men  ...  in 

clothed    in    a  white     appearance  as  tight-  raiment     [bright-as] 

robe."  ning  and  his  garment  lightning    {aarpair- 

white  as  snow"  (SS  rovariy  (SS  "dazz- 

omits  "  white  ").  ling  "). 

Compare  the  parallel    passages   in   the  account  of   the 
Transfiguration  : — 


Mk.  ix.  3. 

"  And  his  gar- 
ments became  flash- 
ing, white  exceedingly 
[so]  as  fuller  on  earth 
cannot  thus  make 
white  "  (SS  "  became 
white  like  snow,"  D 
"  white  exceedingly 
as  snow  [so]  as  no 
man  can  whiten  on 
earth"). 


Mt.  xvii.  2. 

"  But  his  garments 
became  white  as  the 
light  (SS  omits 
"white,"  D  "white 
as  snow"). 


Lk.  ix.  29. 

"and  his  garments 
white  [flashing  -  as  -] 
lightning  {i^aarpdir- 

T(0P)." 


(a)  (i)    Variations  in  the  account  of  the  Transfigti ration 

[522  (i)]  A  key  to  some  of  these  variations  is  sug- 
gested by  a  passage  of  the  recently-discovered  Hebrew  of 
Ecclesiasticus,  "  His  might  marketh  out  the  lightning." 
Here  the  Hebrew  is  p^n,  i.e.  "  lightning,"  but  the  scribe  has 
placed  in  the  margin  the  transposed  letters  npn,  i.e.  "the 
morning- light,"  while  the  Septuagint  has  "snow,"  which 
implies  the  reading  Til  (properly  "hail").  Similarly,  in 
2  S.  xxii.  15,  "lightning  (pnn),"  the  version  of  Lucianus  has 
conflated  "  lightning  "  by  adding  "  hail  (Tin)."  ^     This  shews 

^  [522  (i)  d]  Sir.  xliii.  13.     Comp.  the  account  of  the  Transfiguration  in  the 
Acts  of  John  §  3  "At  another  time  He  taketh  me  and  James  and  John  into  the 
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how  "snow,"  "  lightning,"  and  "light,"  might  be  interchanged 
in  translating  from  Hebrew. 

(a)  (ii)  "  Lightning^'  connected  with  the  Messiah 

[522  (ii)]  In  the  Apocalypse  of  Baruch,  a  document, 
incorporated  in  that  work  and  dated  by  the  Editor  50—70 
A.D.,  begins  and  ends  with  a  mention  of  "  lightning"  :  and 
the  Editor  says,  "  The  lightning  on  the  cloud  symbolises 
the  Messiah."  It  is  of  a  beneficent  nature,  as  may  be  seen 
from  the  following  :  "  And  I  saw  after  these  things  that 
lightning  which  I  had  seen  on  the  summit  of  the  cloud,  that 
it  held  it  fast  and  made  it  descend  to  the  earth.  Now  that 
lightning  shone  exceedingly^  so  as  to  illuminate  the  whole  earth 
and  it  lualed  those  regions  where  the  last  waters  had  descended 
and  wrought  devastation"  ^      Compare  : — 

Mt.  xxiv.  27.  Lk.  xvii.  24. 

"  For     as     the     lightning  "  For     as     the     lightning 

cofneth  forth  from    the    east  (noun)  lightening  (verb)  from 

and  appeareth  as  far  as  the  this  quarter  of  heaven  to  this 

west,  so  shall  be  the  presence  quarter  of  heaven  shineth,  so 

of  the  Son  of  man."  shall  be  the  Son  of  man." 

Why  should  the  lightning  proceed — as  Matthew  says — 
from  "  the  east "  ?  What  the  sense  requires  (viz.  the 
universality  of  the  illumination)  seems  better  expressed  by 

mountain  where  His  custom  was  to  pray  :  and  we  beheld  [in]  Him  {tXioyuiv 
[?  +  iv^  ai)r^)  such  a  light  as  it  is  not  possible  for  man  using  corruptible  word  to 
set  forth  of  what  kind  it  was   (di>&/x^y  XP^A^*'"*'  (^^c)  X67(f)    ^pdapr^i    iK<f)ipeiv 

'  [622  (ii)  «]  Apoc  Baruch,  ed.  Charles  §§  53-74.  On  the  date,  see  p.  87.  On 
the  "  lightning  on  the  cloud"  see  p.  88,  n.  8.  which  refers  to  Levy  iii.  271,  422, 
as  shewing  that  the  Messiah  was  called  in  Jewish  tradition  "  the  cloud-man  "  (from 
Dan.  vii.  13),  and  "  the  son  of  the  cloud."  It  will  be  remembered  that  a  "cloud " 
is  mentioned  in  the  account  of  the  Transfiguration,  which  is  preceded  by  the  words 
(Mt.  xvi.  28)  "There  are  some  of  those  standing  here  who  shall  not  taste  of 
death  till  they  have  seen  the  Son  of  man  coming  in  his  kingdom." 
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Baruch  and  Luke.  Matthew's  text  may  with  considerable 
probability  be  explained  by  reference  to  the  fact  that  in 
two  passages  of  O.T.  (Gesen.  Oxf.  pni)  a  slight  confusion 
has  been  caused  in  the  Hebrew  text  by  the  phrase  "  lighten 
lightnings."  This,  and  the  frequent  errors  in  LXX  arising 
from  reduplications  of  Hebrew  verbs  (or  verb  and  verbal 
noun),  indicate  that  the  original  was  as  Luke  has  it. 
Matthew  probably  took  the  second  pil  as  npn  "dawn," 
which  he  erroneously  interpreted  as  "  the  sunrise,"  or  "  east," 
modifying  the  sentence  to  suit  his  interpretation.* 


(a)  (iii)  "  Lightning  "  misunderstood  in  the  account  of  the 
Transfiguration 

[522  (iii)]  In  addition  to  the  above-mentioned  possi- 
bilities of  error  there  is  the  fact  that,  whereas  pin  in  Biblical 
Hebrew  means  only  "  lightning,"  it  includes,  in  New  Hebrew, 
the  meanings  "  bright,"  "  shining,"  etc.  It  can  be  applied 
even  to  the  colour  of  a  wine  or  of  a  horse,  but,  in  particular, 
the  New  Hebrew  "'pTin,  "  the  shining  one,"  means  the  morn- 
ing star.^  Hence  Christ's  saying  that  the  Son  of  man 
would  be  "  like  lightning  "  might  be  taken  by  some  to  mean 
"  like  the  morning-star "  and  by  others  "  like  light."  The 
former  tradition  is  found  in  the  second  Epistle  of  Peter  — 
a  spurious  and  late  production,  but  still  one  that  may 
contain    early  traditions,  especially  concerning    the    Trans- 

^  [522  (ii)  *]  In  O.T.  "  lightning,"  when  used  literally,  is  mostly  pi.  In  Ps. 
cxliv.  6,  2  S.  xxii.  15,  the  Heb.  has  sing.,  but  Gesen.  Oxf.  (p.  140  b)  would  read 
the  pi.,  pna  o'pia.  If  a  translator  had  this  phrase  with  the  pi.  before  him,  and 
was  not  aware  of  the  plural  use,  he  might  take  the  final  d  as  the  preposition  "  from." 
But  "  lightens  from  the  lightning  (pna)  "  would  make  no  sense.  "Lightens  from 
the  dawn  (npa) "  might  well  seem  to  make  very  good  sense  to  a  translator  who 
thought  that  the  phrase  could  mean  "from  the  east."  The  same  kind  of  mistake 
was  made  by  the  author  of  Eotken,  which  means,  in  Greek,  "from  the  dawn" 
but  not  "  from  the  east." 

'  Levy,  i.  p.  270  (b). 
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figuration,  which  the  author  professes  to  have  seen,*  The 
latter  tradition,  or  at  least  one  that  lays  stress  on  "  light."  is 
found  in  Matthew's  account  of  the  Transfiguration  and  also 
in  that  quoted  (522  (i)  a)  from  the  Acts  of  John.  Thus  the 
usage  of  New  Hebrew  would  facilitate  a  substitution  of 
"  light,"  "  brilliancy,"  or  other  synonyms — either  as  Greek 
interpretations,  or  as  New  Hebrew  glosses — for  an  orij^inal 
"  lightning." 

(a)  (iv)  (Mk.)  "  So  as  no  fuller  on  earth  can  whiten  them  " 

[522  (iv)]  The  question  is,  whether  this  tradition  of 
Mark  is  entirely  distinct  from  the  parallels  in  Matthew  and 
Luke,  or  based  on  a  different  interpretation  of  the  same 
original.  It  was  shewn  (522  (ii)  d)  that  Matthew — in  a 
passage  in  which  he  and  Luke  record  a  saying  of  Christ 
about  the  Son  of  man — may  have  interpreted  "lighten 
(pni),"  when  preceded  by  ;«,  the  sign  of  the  plural  in  the 
preceding  "  lightnings,"  as  "from  the  east,"  mistaking  final 
VI,  which  has  a  plural  force,  for  initial  ;//,  which  has  a  pre- 
positional force,  meaning  "  from,"  "  after,"  "  more  than,"  etc. 
Now  Luke's  strong  word  e^aa-rpdirTOiv,  "  sending-forth-light- 
nings,"  suggests  that  the  Hebrew  Original  may  have  here,  too, 
contained  the  same  reduplication  ("  lightnings  it  lightened  "). 
But  if  it  did,  it  was  open  to  interpreters  to  take  the  plural  m 
as  meaning  "  more  than,"  beside  taking  "  lightning  "  as  "  light, 
or  brilliant."  Thus,  the  first  half  of  the  reduplication  being 
rendered  "  light,  or  brilliant,  7nore  than,"  it  would  remain  to 
extract  from  the  last  half,  pni,  some  appropriate  sense. 

By  dropping  the  last  letter  of  pnn,  Mark  would  obtain 
'^2  (connected  with  *nn  "  purify  "),  a  word  that  means  "  lye," 
or  "  soap  "  :  or  by  reading  ^^n  he  would  obtain  "  purify." 
Then  the  sentence  would  mean  "  brilliant  beyond  [cleansing 

'  [522  (iii)  a]  2  Pet.  u  19  tpwr<pipm.     In  LXX  this  word  does  not  occur,  but 
iua<p6pot  occurs  (7),  once  =  (Job.  xi  17)  ip3f  but  mostly  (4)  =  -mcKoK 
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with]  soap,  or  beyond  purifying."  This  he  might  interpret 
as  meaning  "  beyond  all  cleansing  [of  garments]  that  can  be 
obtained  on  earth."  The  cleansing  of  garments  implied 
cleansing  by  a  "  fuller."  Hence  "  fuller  "  would  be  inserted 
to  particularise  the  kind  of  cleansing. 

On  the  other  hand,  by  reading  nniD  "  more  than  word" 
instead  of  ino  "  more  than  soap  "  or  ^^nD  "  more  than  purify- 
ing" ^  another  Evangelist  might  extract  the  meaning  "  too 
bright  to  express  in  words  upon  earth,"  i.e.  "  too  bright  for 
any  one  to  set  forth  using  mortal  and  corruptible  words," 
and  such  a  tradition  appears  to  have  been  adopted  in  the 
passage  quoted  above  from  the  apocryphal  Acts  of  John.' 

(a)  (v)  ''Lightning"  in  Daniel 

[522  (v)]  Lest  we  should  be  disposed  to  assume,  from  the 
antecedent  considerations,  that  "  lightning  (p^l),"  and  nothing 
else,  must  have  been  the  basis  of  the  Synoptic  variations, 
it  will  be  well  to  be  reminded  of  other  possible  hypotheses. 

In  the  following  passage,  "  lightning  "  is  connected  with 

*  For  the  converse  of  this  corruption,  see  Cant.  viii.  5  "  from  the  wilderness 
(naio)"  LXX  "coloured  white,  XeXtvKadifffUvri"  {(or  -Kai/OiafUyr},  as  kA),  (leg.  na 
instead  of  nan). 

^  [522  (iv)  a]  The  wording  in  the  Acts  of  John  is  worth  considering  in  relation 
to  a  hypothetical  Hebrew  original,  "  soap."  In  Is.  i.  25,  naa  i.e.  "  as  [with]  lye, 
potash,  or  alkali,"  is  rendered  eh  Kadapdv.  But  in  Mai.  iii.  2  "  fuller's  soap  (nna)," 
LXX  has,  for  "  soap,"  wola,  a  word  not  recognized  by  L.  S.  and  altered  by  k  into 
irXoto.  The  Gk.  vola,  for  "  soap,"  occurs  elsewhere  only  in  Jer.  ii.  22  ( Ak  noay). 
Suppose,  then,  that  an  early  Evangelist  had  before  him  a  Greek  tradition  about 
* '  a  brilliancy  such  as  it  is  not  possible  for  corruptible  man  to  produce  by  [fuller's] 
soap,"  ovoiov  ovK  eariv  Swarov  avdpuirw  <f)6apru  tKipepeiy  (cf.  Is.  liv.  16  where 
iK<f>ip€iv  is  used  of  the  production  of  a  sword  by  a  smith)  ttoio.  This  might  be 
corrected  in  the  margin  by  adding  *'  by  word,"  intended  as  a  substitute  for  "by 
soap  "  {i.e.  nana  for  naa).  The  Gk.  for  this  would  be  xP'^f^"^  \oyw,  the  accus. 
Xpi^fi^vov  (instead  of  -ivt^)  being  very  natural  in  a  gloss  of  this  kind.  If  this  was 
included  in  the  text  by  conflation,  the  result  would  be  "  such  as  it  is  not  possible 
for  a  man  using  corruptible  speech" — a  very  remarkable  expression — "to  produce 
(or,  set  forth)  {iK<pip€iv)  by  soap  (jroia) " :  and  then  it  would  be  almost  inevitable 
that  irota  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  familiar  01.0s,  "of  what  sort,"  and  altered 
to  diov  ^v,  which  is  now  in  the  text  (522  (i)  a). 
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a  figure  seen  in  a  vision  by  Daniel.  The  Apocalypse  quotes 
the  passage  freely,  applying  it  to  Christ,  but  substitutes 
other  words  for  the  clause  about  "  lightning "  and  for  the 
preceding  clause.  It  will  be  instructive  to  compare  the 
passage  of  Daniel  in  the  versions  of  LXX  and  Theodotion, 
with  the  version  in  the  Apocalypse,  and  to  endeavour  to 
explain  the  Apocalyptic  deviation.  The  R.V.  of  Daniel 
need  not  be  given  separately,  as  it  is  adequately  represented 
by  Theodotion.  The  lightning-passage  in  Daniel,  and  the 
corresponding  passage  in  the  Apocalypse,  are  italicized. 


Dan.  X.  5-6  (Theod.). 

"And  I  lifted  my 
eyes  and  saw  and 
behold  a  (lit.  one) 
man  clothed  in  bad- 
dein  ^  (R.V.  linen) 
and  his  loins  [were] 
girt  about  with  gold 
of  Ophaz  ^ :  [and  his 
body  like  tharseis 
(R.V.  the  beryl),  and 


Dan.  X.  5-6  (LXX). 

"And  I  lifted  my 
eyes  and  saw  and 
behold  a  (lit.  one) 
man  clothed  in  linen  ^ 
and  (flj)  [as  to]  his 
loins  [he  was]  girt 
about  with  linen  and 
(tfj)  from  his  middle 
[there  was]  light  ^ : 
\and  his   mouth  like 


Rev.  i.  12-15. 

"  And  having 

turned  I  saw  .  .  . 
one  like  the  Son  of 
man,  clothed  in  a 
long  robe^  and  girt 
about  at  the  breasts 
with  a  girdle  of 
gold'^  [but  his  head 
and  his  hair  [7t'ere\ 
white  like  white  wool 


^  [522  (v)  a]  "  Baddein,"  a  transliteration  of  ona,  rendered  in  parall.  LXX 
P0<}aipa,  "linen,"  and  in  Rev.  iroS-Zipr},  "long-robe."  Ezek.  ix.  2  describes  a 
man  "c/oiAed  in  linen  (ona)  {ivitSvKin  voS-fipri)  with  a  writer's  ink-horn  by  his 
side,"  and  W.  H.  refer  to  Ezek.  ix.  2  as  quoted  in  Rev.  here.  But  the  following 
reasons  make  it  more  probable  that  Rev.  is  quoting  a  transl.  of  Daniel  and  not 
Ezek.:  (i)  The  "man"  spoken  of  in  Ezek.  appears  to  be  a  subordinate  minister, 
far  below  the  Son  of  man  ;  (2)  Rev.  uses  tvMvnivo%  with  Dan.,  and  not  ivMvKUi 
with  Ezek.;  (3)  Rev.'s  rendering  of  "linen"  by  iroiij/wjj,  "long  robe,"  is  a  very 
natural  one,  and  may  easily  have  been  adopted  independently  by  a  translator  of 
Ezek.  and  a  translator  of  Daniel. 

'  [522  (v)  i]  "And  his  loins  girt  about  with  gold-of  (ona)  Uphaz  (iB]j(t),"  has 
been  variously  translated,  partly  from  corruption,  partly  from  motives  of  seemliness. 
1. 1  "  Loins  "  is  transl.  correctly  by  LXX  (which  conflates)  in  aj,  but  paraphrased 
in  O)  as  "  from  his  middle."     It  is  rendered  by  Rev.  "  his  breasts"  for  seemliness. 

"Gold  (ona)"  is  transl.  incorrectly  by  LXX  in  a,  as  "linen  (?  leg.  ona)." 
Perhaps,  in  a,,  LXX  read  iin«,  "  Uphaz,"  as  iibk,  "ephod,"  and  loosely  rendered 
the  two  nouns  together  as  "linen,"  owing  to  the  frequency  of  the  ^^ linen  ephod." 
In  a^  LXX  read  \tm  as  iiic,  "  light."     Rev.  took  jdw,  "  Uphaz,"  as  iiin,  "  girdle." 
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his  countenance  like 
the  appearance  of 
lightning^'\ :  and  his 
eyes  like  torches  of 
fire  and  his  arms  and 
his  legs  (R.V.  feet) 
like  the  appearance 
of      brass      flashing 

»3 


of  the  sea,  and  his 
countenance  like  t/ie 
appearance  of  light- 
ning ^] :  and  his  eyes 
like  torches  of  fireand 
his  arms  and  his  feet 
like  brass  that-sends- 
forth-lightning."  ^ 


like  sno7v '] :  and  his 
eyes  like  a  flame  of 
fire  and  his  feet  like 
(lit)  chalcolibanon 
{■^a\Ko\i^dv^,  R.  V. 
burnished  brass)  as  if 
it  had  been  refined  in 
a  furnace."* 


(a)  (vi)  "  Chalcolibanon  " 

[522  (vi)]  The  variations  in  the  last  sentences  of 
the  three  above-quoted  passages,  and,  in  particular,  the 
Apocalyptic  word  "  chalcolibanon  (or  -os) "  are  of  great 
value  as  illustrations  of  the  need  of  special  investigation 
before    accepting    the    existence    of   any    rare    word    in    a 

*  [522  (v)  c]  The  bracketed  words  in  Dan.  were  om.  by  Rev.,  partly,  perhaps, 
because  of  obscurity  in  the  Greek  and  the  Hebrew  texts  of  Daniel.  "  Beryl," 
vtnn,  is  transliterated  by  Theod.  as  "Tharseis."  It  is  uncertain  whether  LXX 
meant  to  transliterate  it  as  "Thalasses,"  or  to  render  it  "of  the  sea"  owing  to  a 
loose  recollection  of  "  ships  of  TarsAtsA."  The  LXX  *'  mouth  "  is  a  Gk.  corrup- 
tion of  "body"  CCOAAA  (written  COM&)  into  ctomAi  paralleled  in  the  LXX  of 
Judg.  xiv.  8. 

[522  (v)  d]  But  the  last  part  of  the  bracketed  passage  in  Daniel  seems  so  free 
from  obscurity  as  to  suggest  that  it  may  have  been  omitted  by  Rev.  from  a  doubt 
as  to  the  applicability  of  '*  lightning  "  to  the  face  of  the  Son  of  man.  In  any  case. 
Rev.  substitutes  for  the  omitted  clause  one  of  about  the  same  length  from  another 
passage  of  Daniel  describing  the  •'  raiment "  of  the  "  ancient  of  days,"  (Dan.  vii.  9) 
"/f«  raiment  was  white  as  snow,  and  the  hair  of  his  head  like  pure  wool." 
Only,  by  dropping  "raiment,"  Rev.  applies  to  the  "head  and  hair"  the  epithet 
"  white,"  which  was  not  meant  for  them  in  the  Original. 

[522  (v)  e]  Instead  of  "  as  the  appearance  of  lightning,"  Swete  quotes  from 
Sjrr.'"K  a',  i.e.  Aquila,  wj  xP«'<'^o^'^<w  [rovreim  /lapyapiTiit  onmoi  XP"*'^"]*  "** 
chrysolith  [that  is  to  say,  a  pearl  like  gold]."  Now  "chrysolith  "  represents  the 
Heb.  v'tnn  "beryl"  in  the  LXX  of  Exod,  xxviii.  20,  xxxix.  13  and  Ezek.  xxviii. 
13  (see  Oxf.  Concordance) :  and  Aquila  uses  it  for  the  same  Heb.  in  Erck. 
i.  16  (LXX  dapaels),  x.  9  (LXX  dvOfMKOi).  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  Aquila 
must  have  given  "  like  chrysolith  "  as  the  substitute  for  the  LXX  "  like  of  the  sea," 
and  not  for  the  lightning-clause.  But  it  is  possible  that  Aquila  may  have  rejected 
the  lightning-clause  as  a  corruption  (perhaps  as  conflating  the  beryl-clause) :  if  so, 
there  were  additional  reasons  why  Rev.  should  omit  the  words. 

a  "  Brass."     See  522  (vi). 
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document  that   bears    signs    of   being,   in   parts,   translated 
from  Hebrew. 

The  word  "chalcolibanon "  is  not  alleged  to  exist  in 
Greek  literature  anywhere  except  here  and  a  little  later  on, 
where  the  phrase  is  repeated.^  The  grammarian  Suidas 
negatively  testifies  to  his  ignorance  of  the  word  in  the 
following  note,  "  Chalcolibanon,  a  kind  of  electrum  more 
precious  than  gold.  Now  electrum  is  .  .  . " ;  and  he 
proceeds  to  tell  us  about  electrum  several  details  (among 
others,  that  it  is  of  the  same  material  as  "  the  holy  table  of 
the  great  church  "),^  but  about  "  chalcolibanon "  nothing. 
Yet  this  is  the  only  external  evidence  —  worth  calling 
evidence — to  the  existence  of  the  word. 

We  pass  to  evidence  of  its  being  a  corruption.  The 
Hebrew  for  (Theod.)  "flashing"  and  (LXX)  "sends  forth 
lightning  " — which  are  severally  parallel  to  the  chalcolibanon- 
clause  —  is  f?Sp.  But  this  word  means  "  to  be  light,"  and 
hence  "  make  light  of,"  "  disparage,"  "  curse."  It  occurs,  how- 
ever, once  in  connection  with  "  brass,"  where  Ezekiel  says  of 
the  feet  of  the  "  living  creatures "  that  (Ezek.  i.  7)  "  they 
sparkled  like  the  colour  of  brass  bnrnished  {hhp)."  Not 
unnaturally,  the  LXX  there,  while  rendering  it  "  sending- 
forth-lightning '(e^ao-TpaTTTajz/),"  also  conflates  it  as  "agile," 
and  connects  it  with  the  "  wings  "  mentioned  in  the  following 
verse.  But  it  is  explained  as  "  glittering  "  in  a  Targum. 
Probably  no  one  would  dispute  that  this  unique  application 
of  hhp  to  "  brass "  is  borrowed  from  Ezekiel  by  Daniel. 
And,  as  it  caused  diflficulty  to  the  LXX  in   Ezekiel  and  to 

*  Rev.  iL  18  "These  things  saith  the  Son  of  God,  who  hath  his  eyes  like  a 
flame  of  fire,  and  his  feet  are  like  chalcolibanon" 

'  [522  (vi)  a]  Suidas,  quoted  by  Wetst.  on  Rev.  i.  15.  It  is  hardly  worth 
inentinning  that  Salmasius  (Thayer)  quotes  "an  ancient  Greek  [Ansonius]"  (j»V) 
as  saying  that  "  Frankincense  (6  Xl/Safos)  has  three  kinds  of  trees,  and  the  male  is 
called  chalcolibanos,  in  appearance  like  the  sun,"  except  as  an  instance  of  the 
kind  of  testimony  that  is  thought  worth  alleging  in  dealing  with  N.T. 

»  See  Black,  Ent.^  "Brass." 
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the  Targumist  who  thought  an  explanation  needful,  so  may 
it  have  done  to  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse  (or  to  the 
authorities  whom  he  followed). 

We  must  therefore  be  prepared  to  find  in  the 
Apocalyptic  text  confusion,  and,  of  course,  what  almost 
always  accompanies  confusion  of  the  worst  kind — conflation. 
Now  ♦' chalcolibanon  "  is  followed  by  (Rev.  i.  15)  "refined  in 
a  furnace  (/ca/itVoj),"  and  the  Hebrew  word  mostly  rendered 
by  R.V.  "  oven,"  but  rendered  "  furnace  "  in  Is.  xxxi.  9  ("  his 
(the  Lord's)  furnace'')  is  regularly  rendered  by  LXX 
"  clibanos  {ichi^avoi)"  Now  "  brass  from  (or,  of)  the  furnace 
{clibanos) "  might  easily  be  corrupted,  in  Greek,  into  "  brass 
from  (or,  of)  libanos" ;  and  an  instance  of  a  similar  corruption 
occurs  in  Lev.  ii.  4,  "  baked  [in  the]  oven,"  rendered  by  the 
LXX  "cooked  from  libanos"  which  LXX  perhaps  inter- 
preted as  "  cooked  with  the  aid  of  frankincense."  '^  So 
here,  the  original  was  probably  "  Brass  in  the  furnace" 
which  has  been  conflated  as  "  (aj)  C\ia\colibanon,  {a^  as  if 
refined  in  a  furnace"  ^ 

^  LXX  Ik  Xi^dvov,  but  F  (in  accordance  with  the  Hebrew)  4v  KXt/Sdvy. 

^  [522  (y'l)  6]  In  Rev.  i.  15,  6iMtoi  xtt^'«'^'/3<i''V  *^  ^''  Kafdvtfi  veirvpuft^yrjt 
(marg.  -ivoi),  the  extraordinary  feminine  genitive  can  be  explained  on  the  above 
hypothesis,  as  follows.  The  Original  had  Sfioioi  x^^^V  ^''  tXi/3di'v,  i.e.  "brass 
[refined]  in  the  furnace  (or,  oven)."  This  was  amended  in  the  margin  by  inserting 
"  refined,"  and  by  substituting  the  word  "  furnace"  {i.e.  Kdfuvot)  for  the  word  that 
means  more  usually  "oven"  (i.e.  (cXZ/Savos).  But  iv  K\ipdv<f)  being  written 
f/cXi/Savw  was,  as  in  Lev.  ii.  4,  corrupted  into  e*  Xi^cwov.  Then  Xt/Savoi/,  being 
regarded  possibly  as  "frankincense"  (in  which  case  it  is  feminine  in  classical 
Greek)  was  treated  as  a  fern,  noun  with  which  ireirvpwfidprii  must  agree.  Yet 
subsequently  the  original  x^Xft^j  (written  x*^*"*  ^s  w3=i/i(p  in  Rev.  i.  13)  ^i* 
K\ipdv(fi  prevailed  in  the  first  part  of  the  conflation  in  the  form  xa^fo'fXt/Sai'w, 
corrupted  first  into  xa^foeXtjSai'w,  and  then  into  xaX»toXi/3a^w  (by  dropping  e  after 
o,  a  frequent  error).     Thus  the  conflation  became  inconsistent. 

[522  (vi)  c]  Another  explanation  (mentioned  by  Thayer  with  disapproval,  but 
preferable  to  the  recognition  of  chalcolibanon  as  a  Greek  word)  regards  Xi^dvov  as 
a  transliteration  of  ph,  "whiten,"  which  is  the  root  of  "  Lebanon,"  the  "  white" 
mountain,  as  also  of  Libanos  meaning  "  frankincense."  In  New  Hebrew,  this 
word  (Levy,  ii.  468  (a))  is  used  of  purifying  metal  utensils  with  glowing  heat. 
It  is  therefore  quite  intelligible  that  such  a  word  should  be  employed  in  a  New 
Hebrew  paraphrase  of  the  almost  unique  SSp,  "  flashing,"  and  should  be  trans- 
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(o)  (vii)  Inferences  from  tJie  fore-going  facts 

[522  (vii)]  The  immediately  preceding  paragraphs  do 
not  warrant  the  inference  that  this  extremely  rare  use  of  the 
word  ^^p — peculiar  to  one  passage  in  Ezekiel  and  to  an 
imitation  of  it  in  Daniel — rendered  above  (522  (v)),  severally, 
"  flashing,"  "  send  forth  lightning,"  and  "  Chalcolibanon,"  is 
as  likely  as  the  familiar  "  lightning,"  pni,  to  be  at  the  basis 
of  the  Transfiguration-narrative.  It  will  be  remembered 
also  that  the  "  metamorphosing  "  in  the  Transfiguration  was 
shewn  (420)  to  have  a  probable  basis  in  the  "  putting-forth- 
horns  "  of  glory  mentioned  in  the  transfiguration  of  Moses. 
Now  "  horn,"  \\p^  if  preceded  by  the  preposition  n  (in  such 
a  phrase  as  "  with  rays,"  "  when  emitting  rays  "  etc.),  would 
give,  in  its  first  three  letters,  npn  "dawn,"  which  we  have 
shewn  above  to  have  been  confused  with  "  lightning  " :  and 
this  rather  confirms  the  view  taken  above  as  to  the  class 
of  words  accountable  for  the  differences  in  the  Synoptic 
narratives  of  the  Transfiguration. 

But  the  discussion  of  the  passages  in  Daniel  and  the 
Apocalypse  leads  to  the  two  following  conclusions,  which 
will  be  found  of  great  value. 

(i)  A  Christian  Evangelist,  describing  such  an  event  as 
the  Transfiguration,  would  naturally  adopt  the  language  of 
O.T.  describing  similar  events.  This  we  infer  from  the  fact 
that  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse  describes  a  vision  of  his 
own  in  language  used  by  Daniel.  A  fortiori,  an  Evangelist 
who  had  not  seen  the  Transfiguration  would  prefer  to  use 
Biblical  language,  where  suitable,  to  describe  it. 

(2)  Where  the  language  of  O.T.  presented  difficulties 
either  in  the  Hebrew  or  in  the  Greek,  or  in  both,  an 
Evangelist — instead  of  adopting  any  version  of  it,  or  attempt- 

literated  by  a  Greek  translator  of  DanieL     But,  regard  being  had  to  the  facts 
above  alleged  about  the  actual  interchange  of  clibanos  and  libanos  in  the  LXX, 
the  explanation  based  on  Greek  corruption  seems  on  the  whole  more  probable. 
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ing  a  new  version  of  his  own — might  break  away  from  it 
altogether,  substituting  another  passage,  if  possible,  from  the 
same  source.  This  we  infer  from  the  Apocalyptic  sub- 
stitution of  the  clause  about  "  hair  like  wool "  in  place  of 
the  clause  about  tharseis  or  thalassis. 

The  second  of  these  conclusions  suggests  caution  as  to 
the  inference  drawn  above  that  Mark's  curious  tradition 
("so  as  no  fuller  on  earth")  was  simply  a  corruption  of 
the  same  Hebrew  that  produced  "  light "  and  (D)  "  snow  " 
in  Matthew.  Possibly,  since  "  a  fuller "  in  the  Rabbinical 
language  may  mean  a  cleanser  from  sin,  and  since  the 
Rabbis  played  on  the  similarity  of  the  words  for  "  fuller " 
and  the  sacrificial  "  lamb  "  ' — both  being  cleansers  of  sin — 
Mark  may  have  adopted  some  old  tradition  about  the 
garments  of  the  Lord  in  the  Transfiguration,  as  being  pure 
beyond  any  purification  that  could  be  obtained  by  any 
"  fuller  on  earth."  The  Apocalypse  describes  the  "  garments 
of  the  saints  "  as  washed  in  "  the  blood  of  the  Lamb."  It 
is  easy  to  imagine  that  highly  metaphorical  language — 
intelligible  in  the  schools  of  Galilee  but  not  to  us — may 
have  been  used  about  the  garments  of  the  Lamb  Himself. 
On  the  whole,  however,  the  comparison  (522  (iv)  a)  of  the 
Mark -tradition  with  that  of  the  Acts  of  John,  makes  it 
probable  that  Hebrew  corruption  has  been  at  work  in  both. 

()9)  (i)    Variations  in  the  account  of  the  Resurrection  ; 
"  lightning"  why  omitted  by  Mark  ? 

[523]  We  return  to  the  passage  describing  the  appari- 
tion at  Christ's  tomb.  The  first  point  to  be  explained  is 
the  agreement  of  Matthew  and  Luke  in  the  word  "  light- 
ning,"   omitted   by  Mark.      That   Luke  did   not  borrow  it 

^  Levy,  ii.  288  (b).  A  rabbi  quoting  Numb.  xxviiL  3  says,  "Although  the 
word  sounds  D'raa  (lambs),  yet  we  read  it  o'oaa  (fullers)."  A  story  about  "a 
fuller"  was  said  to  mean  a  story  about  Rabbi  Akiba. 
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from  Matthew  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  Matthew 
apph'es  the  word  to  the  angel's  "  appearance "  and  not  to 
his  garment,  which  Matthew  describes  as  "  like  snow." 
Using  the  key  aflbrded  above  (522  (i)),  we  conclude  that 
the  Original  may  have  contained,  if  not  pni  "  lightning," 
some  word  similar  to  it,  and  likely  to  be  confused  with  it, 
as  also  with  "ni  "  hail  "  or  "  snow."  "  Lightning  "  is  applied 
by  Luke  to  the  angel's  "  garment  "  :  both  "  lightning  "  and 
"  snow "  are  adopted  by  Matthew  ;  and,  as  he  could  not 
very  well  say  that  the  "  garment "  was  like  "  snow  and 
lightning,"  he  introduces  a  distinction  :  — "  the  angel's 
api^earance  was  like  lightning  and  his  garment  was  like 
snow." 

(/S)  (ii)   Other  variations 

[524]  But  why  does  Luke  omit  the  word  "  white "  and 
mention  "  two  "  where  Mark  has  "  one  "  ?  And  why  does 
Mark  speak  of  a  "young-man,"  and  Luke  of  "men,"  where 
Matthew  has  (the  apparently  more  appropriate)  "  angel  "  ? 

The  first  step  towards  answering  these  questions  is 
to  shew  that  the  Hebrew  for  "  young-man "  is  liable  to 
be  confused  with  the  class  of  words  above  -  mentioned 
(•'lightning,"  "snow,"  "(morning)  light").  "Young-man" 
is  y\ni  (rendered  by  Mark's  word  veavi&Ko^;,  no  less  than 
thirty-seven  times  in  the  LXX)  ;  "  morning  light "  is  np3  ; 
and  the  letters  n  (ch)  and  p  {k),  though  not  similar  to  read, 
are  interchanged  fairly  often  in  transliterating  names.*  Now, 
owing  to  the  confusion  of  these  two  letters,  in  Samuel's 
address  to  Israel  about  the  evils  of  monarchy,  "your  .  .  . 
young-men "  is  rendered  by  the  Septuagint  "  your  oxen."  ^ 
Hut  the  same  Hebrew  consonants  mean  both  "  morning- 
light "  and  "oxen."      It   follows   that   "young -man"   and 

•  Comp.    Ox/.  Cone,  KAe^  and  KutOdp,  where  K  =  n;   KeSovpif,    Ktipdftas, 
where  ic=.t  ;  Kafuli^,  Kardaff,  where  «r  =  n  transposed. 

'  I  S.  viii.  i6  "your  young-men  (D^•^l^3),"  rA  /3oi'K6X(a  i/iup  (1^.  npa  for  ivia). 
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"  morning-light "  might  be  similarly  confused  ;  and  we  are 
led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Hebrew  original  contained  a 
word  belonging  to  the  class  mentioned  above,  that  is  to 
say,  capable  of  being  read  as  "  lightning,"  "  snow,"  "  morning- 
light,"  "  young-man."  ^ 

[525]  Possibly  confusion  may  have  arisen  from  the  use 
of  a  technical  term  to  describe  the  clothing  of  the  "  young 
man  "  who  proclaims  the  resurrection.  Ezekiel  and  Daniel 
speak  of  men  seen  by  them  in  visions,  and  doing  the 
work  of  angels,  as  clothed  in  what  R.V.  calls  "  linen  "  but 
Gesenius  more  exactly  calls  "  white  linen  "  {ll),  a  white  stuff 
used  for  priestly  vestments."  But  "in  is  easily  confused  with 
nn.  The  latter  means  "  pure,"  but  might  be  interpreted  as 
"  bright,"  and  is  indeed  once  rendered  "  far-shining."  The 
former  (il)  is  also  once  confused  with  the  word  lin!!  meaning 
"  chosen,"  or  "  young  man."  ^  Aquila — not  however  through 
confusion  but  for  etymological  reasons — repeatedly  renders 
the  plural  of  ^n,  "  chosen  out  (e^oi/jtro?)."  Others  trans- 
literate it  as  (in  the  plural)  Baddein,  or  render  it  "  linen," 
or  "  long  robe,"  or  "  raiment "  (o-toXj;,  the  word  used  here 
by  Mark).*  A  word  so  similar  to  the  class  of  words 
mentioned  in  the  last  paragraph  would  obviously  add  to 
the  possibilities  of  confusion  there  mentioned.  Again,  the 
transposition  of  one  letter  converts  p^n  "  lightning  "  into  nip 
"  sepulchre  " — a  word  inserted  here  by  Mark  but  not  in  the 
parallel  Matthew  and  Luke.  And  a  final  possible  cause  of 
confusion  must  not  be  omitted.     The  root  of  "  young  man  " 

*  There  is  another  word  for  "young  man,''  lyj ;  but  that  means  "stripling," 
"  lad,"  and  sometimes  "servant."     It  would  be  out  of  place  here. 

*  Ezek.  ix.  2,  3,  11,  Dan.  x.  5,  xii.  6,  7  (see  Gesen.  Oxf.,  la). 

'  [525a]  Ps.  xix.  8  "pure  (ma  (fem.)),"  njXairyiJy,  "far-shining,"  possibly 
reading  Tna,  which  =  TTjXairyi)s  in  Job  xxxvii.  21  ;  Ezek.  xix.  14  ma,  LXX 
rQ>v  iKKiKjOiv  a,\nr\%  (leg.  nna,  an  error  facilitated  by  the  feminine  termination. 
The  word  here  means  not  "  linen,"  but  "  branches  "). 

*  [525<^]  Aquila  renders  "linen  (ona)"  i^alperoi  in  I  S.  ii.  18,  xxii.  18,  2  S. 
vi.  14,  Ezek.  ix.  2,  etc.,  and  Dan.  x.  5.  In  Dan.  x.  5,  xii.  6,  7,  Theod.  has 
Paddelv,  LXX  ^iafftva. 
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ini  is  very  like  ^m,  "  bright-shining,"  a  word  that,  though 
not  common  in  the  Bible  except  in  derivative  nouns,  is  used 
in  New  Hebrew  as  a  verb.^ 

[526]  In  the  passages  just  [525]  referred  to,  Ezekiel 
and  Daniel  do  not  use  the  term  "  angel,"  but  speak  of  "  a  man 
clothed  in  [white]  linen."  But  the  Apocalypse  of  St.  John 
and  the  Book  of  Enoch  associate  white  garments,  or  white- 
ness, with  the  angelic  hosts,  and  with  saints,  and  the  Hebrew 
"  man  "  often  stands  for  "  one,"  in  a  sense  impermissible  in 
Greek.-  Hence  it  was  natural  that  Matthew  and  John 
should  substitute  "  angel(s)."  Indeed,  what  is  remarkable 
is  that  Luke  retains  "  man."  Possibly,  Luke,  finding  some 
reading  that  allowed  him  to  take  the  meaning  as  dual,  and 
having  regard  to  the  proverb  current  in  the  Christian  Church, 
"  the  testimony  of  two  men  is  true,"  preferred  to  use  "  men  " 
both  here  and  in  his  account  of  the  Ascension.  If  the 
original  contained  the  word  "  young  man,"  or  "  chosen," 
Matthew  and  others,  rendering  it  by  its  frequent  meaning 

*  [525^]  Another  word  for  "white  (stuff)"  is  iin,  applied  to  the  garments  of 
the  Ancient  of  days  in  Dan.  vii.  9  (lit.)  "  wearing,  like  snow,  wAiU  (-nn)  "  Theod. 
\fVK6y,  LXX  prob.  ^x*^"  (leg-  'rn)-  If  we  could  suppose  that  "in  white"  was 
nina  we  should  have  letters  identical  with  those  for  "  young  man."  But  "  in  (-a) " 
is  hardly  ever  used  with  verbs  of  clothing,  the  accusative  being  preferred.  And 
nin  occurs  only  in  Dan.  vii.  9,  Esth.  i.  6,  viii.  15,  Is.  xix.  9,  "  those  weaving 
white- stuff."     In  Gen.  xl.  16  it  is  applied  to  "  bread." 

The  regular  Ileb.  for  "white"  is  ja'?:  but  this  is  not  applied  to  garments 
except  in  Eccles.  ix.  8,  "  Let  thy  garments  be  always  white  and  let  not  thy  head 
lack  ointment,"  preceded  by  "drink  thy  wine  with  a  merry  heart."  The  festive 
context  makes  the  word  less  likely  to  be  use<l  by  an  Evangelist  concerning  an 
angel.  But  it  should  l>e  added  that  the  verb  "  whiten  "  is  used  in  Dan.  xi.  35, 
xii.  10  meaning  "purify." 

'  [526o]  Book  of  Enoch  (ed.  Charles,  p.  230)  §  87  "Beings  who  were  like 
white  men"  i.e.  unfallen  angels  (comp.  Dan.  xi.  35,  xii.  10) :  Rev.  iii.  4,  iv.  4, 
vii.  9,  xix.  14.  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  great  difficulty  attends  the 
supposition  of  an  original  una  intended  to  mean  "  angel."  The  form  Tna  is  use*l 
of  "  the  elect "  of  Jehovah  in  Is.  xlii.  1,  xliii.  20,  etc.  :  and  the  same  Greek  word, 
ficXfiTTot,  frequently  renders  both  iina,  "young  man,"  and  i-na,  "elect":  but 
neither  form  in  O.T.  appears  to  be  applied  to  angels.  The  complete  discussion 
of  this  point,  as  also  of  the  origin  of  Mk.  xvi.  5  "  on  the  right,"  and  the  reason 
why  Lk.  omits  the  description  of  the  angel(s)  as  (Mk.  Mt.)  "sitting,"  must  he 
reserved  for  a  commentary  on  the  Triple  Tradition. 
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"  elect,"  might  take  it  as  indicating  one  of  the  "  elect  (angels)." 
The  word  also  sometimes  means  "  mighty  one." 

[527]  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  Synoptic  variations 
may  be  at  all  events  partly  explained  as  being  conflations, 
or  mistranslations,  of  some  word,  or  words,  capable  of 
meaning,  with  very  slight  changes,  "  morning  -  light," 
"  sepulchre,"  "  young-man,"  "  lightning,"  *'  snow,"  "  [white] 
linen."  Which  one  of  these  words  —  or  possibly  which 
pair — constituted  the  Original,  is  a  question  too  complex 
for  discussion  here.^ 


'  [527a]  It  may,  however,  be  pointed  out  that  the  context  of  Mk.  contains 
indications  of  a  tradition,  conflated  and  inaccurate  and  hence  not  followed  by  Mt. 
or  Lk.,  but  shewing  traces  of  extreme  antiquity.  For  example,  whereas  Mt.  and 
Lk.  mention  the  rolling  away  of  the  stone  only  once  (Mt.  xxviii.  2,  Lk.  xxiv.  2), 
Mk.  mentions  it  thrice,  thus  (Mk.  xvi.  3,  4)  "  (a,)  Who  will  roll  away  the 
stone  .  .  .  ?  And  having  lookcd-up  "  [dea/JX^^oo^ac,  which  in  N.T.  mostly  means 
"having  seen  clearly,"  or  "regained  sight"]  "they  behold  that  (a,)  the  stone 
has  been  rolled  ujyward  (avaKeKiXuxrai) :  for  (a,)  it  was  very  great." 

[527^]  Why  should  the  later  Evangelists  omit  "  for  it  was  very  great "  ? 
Turning  to  Ezra  v.  8,  we  find  "great  stones"  rendered  by  LXX  in  Ezra  "elect 
stones,"  but  in  l  Esdr.  vi.  9  "polished,  costly  {^varQp  roXwreXwi')  stones."  But 
the  Hebrew  is  literally  "  stones  0/  rolling  (^Sj),"  It  follows  that  in  Mk.  "  it  was 
very  great "  may  be  an  erroneous  repetition  of  "  it  was  rolled  away^  or  vice-versa. 
Or  both  may  be  erroneous  attempts  to  translate  an  original  that  still  awaits 
restoration.  As  for  the  question  "Who  will  roll  away?"  instances  have  been 
given  (490-1)  to  shew  that  the  interrogative  may  be  conflation,  arising  from  a 
confusion  of  'd  "who"  with  td  indicating  a  participle  or  preposition.  In  New 
Heb.,  SVj  "roll"  (Levy),  even  without  "stone,"  means  "a  heavy  stone,"  and 
Vbu,  lit.  "  rolled,"  means  the  larger  grave-stone  placed  perpendicularly  in  the  wall 
of  a  tomb,  and  kept  in  its  place  by  a  smaller  stone.  There  are,  therefore, 
manifest  possibilities  of  confusion  between  "roll"  and  "grave-stone." 

[527^]  "Rolled  upward  {avaKeKii\i<rrai)"  used  in  Mk.'s  statement  of  fact, 
presents  a  difficulty  that  has  induced  Mt.-Lk.  to  substitute  the  easier  word  "roll 
away  (diroKuXiw),"  assigned  by  Mk.  to  the  women  :  and  D  and  SS  substitute 
"roll  away"  in  Mk.  Swete  renders  iivaKvSlu)  "rolled  back."  But  (i)  the  word 
(non-occurrent  in  LXX)  means  "roll  upward"  in  Lucian  (vol.  ii.  925,  De  Luct. 
8),  Dion.  Hal.  {De  Comp.  Verb.  Reiske,  vol.  v.  p.  139)  and  apparently  Plut.  ii. 
304  Tois  (i)ud|as  dvoKuXio-aires  (unless  we  should  read  Kara-  for  avo.-)  :  (2)  a 
perpendicular  stone  placed  against  a  hole  in  a  wall  cannot  well  be  "  rolled  back^^ 
but  must  either  be  '■'■  xoW&A  forward'^  (after  removing  the  smaller  stone  (Levy, 
pan)  which  prevented  this),  or  "rolled  away  (dTroKi/Xfw),"  or  "lifted  (or,  taken) 
out  of  its  place  (orpw)"  (comp.  Jn.  xx.  1).  These  two  facts,  combined  with  the 
rejection  of  the  word  by  all  later  accounts  (including  Jn.  xx.  i,  Pseudopet.  9  and 

294 


OF  MARK  [627] 

§  79.    The  end  of  Mark's  Gospel — ''for  they  feared" 

Mk.  xvi.  8.  Mt.  xxviii.  8,  9.  Lk.  xxiv.  9-11. 

"Andhavingcome  "Andhavingcome           "  And      having 

out  they  fled  from  the  out  quickly  from  the  turned  back  [from  the 

tomb :   for  trembling  tomb   with  fear  and  tomb]    they  carried- 

and  amazement  pos-  great  joy  they  ran  to  word    of    all     these 

Acta  P.)  indicate  the  difficulty  of  the  word  ;  but,  far  from  disproving,  they  rather 
suggest,  its  originality.  It  may  be  a  remnant  of  a  Hebrew  Gospel  which  regarded 
the  stone  as  being  "rolled  upward"  by  a  supernatural  power,  or  else  in  a  vision, 
so  as  to  vanish  from  sight.  Pseudopet.  §  9  describes  the  stone  as  "  rolled  of  itself," 
d^'  ioMTOv  KvKiaOfli. 

[527<^  The  word  "roll,"  SSj,  may  be  easily  confused  with  nVa,  "reveal," 
and  also  with  various  forms  of  the  root  "round,"  which  is  latent  in  Gilgal, 
(lolgotha,  etc.  In  New  Hebrew,  Levy  gives  (i.  334  {6))  ]vhi  as  meaning  "  turban," 
"head  band,"  also  spelt  (i.  330  (d))  p'?'3'?j.  Any  of  these  words  can  easily  be 
confused  with  VSu  "grave-stone."  And  the  similarity  suggests  that  Jn.  xx.  7 
mentioning  the  "napkin  about  the  head"  as  "rolled  up  in  a  place  by  itself," 
may  be  a  variant  of  "  the  grave-stone  rolled  away." 

[527^]  A  trace  of  mistranslation  in  the  context  appears  in  Mark's  statement 
that  Joseph  "bought  {iyopdaas)"  linen  (Mk.  xv.  46),  where  Lk,  xxiii.  53  omits 
"  Ixiught,"  and  Mt.  xxvii.  59  substitutes  "pure."  ** Fine  linen"  is  in  New 
Hebrew  (Levy  i.  191  (b))  133  nn3iD,  i.e.  "  chosen  among  linen."  But  by  very  little 
more  than  transposition  of  the  frequently  confused  (SIB'J')  »'  and  b,  "chosen'' 
becomes  "with  a  price,"  TnD3.  Now  to  "take  with  a  price"  =  "  buy,"  and  is 
rendered  ayopd^w  in  2  Chr.  i.  16. 

[527/]  That  the  eflfect  of  mistranslation  extends  to  Jn.  is  suggested  by  many 
details.  One  may  be  mentioned,  because  it  bears  on  the  passages  quoted  above 
(498''  and  ^'•)  shewing  that  "  garden  "  in  Jn.  might  be  an  error  (Jn.  xx.  15)  "  She, 
supposing  that  he  was  the  gardener,  says  to  him,  Sir,  if  thou  hast  conveyed" 
[ipdaraffat  i.e.  "stolen  away,"  though  perhaps  as  a  friendly  act,  as  in  (R.V.) 
2  K.  xi.  2,  2  Chr.  xxii.  II,  where  Joash  is  "stolen "to  preserve  his  life,  and  see 
Field's  note  on  Jn.  xii.  6  ^pdaraj^ey,  probably  "stole"]  "him  [hence],  tell  mo 
where  thou  hast  laid  him."  The  word  for  "gardener"  given  by  Delitzscb,  and 
recognired  by  Levy,  is  pa,  but  this  when  written  m  closely  resembles  "  convey  " 
2JJ :  and  the  latter  makes  excellent  sense  ;  "supposing  that  he  was  M<r  conveyer, 
s.iys  to  him,  Sir  if  thou  hast  conveyed  him." 

[527,;]  Hut  the  most  important  indication  of  mistranslation  is  in  the  account  of 
the  women  buying,  or  bringing  (Mk.  xvi.  1,  Lk.  xxiv.  1)  "spices  [dfnifMra)" 
(Li.,  xxiii,  56  adds  "myrrh"),  an  act  assigned  by  Jn.  xix,  38-40  to  Joseph  and 
Nicodemus,  but  altogether  omitted  by  Mt.  Jn.  describes  "a  roll  (fKiyfta.)" 
(v.r.  fdyfjM,  "mixture")  of  myrrh  and  aloes  "about  a  hundred  pounds  weight," 
intended  (Westc.)  "to  cover  the  body  completely  with  the  mass  of  aromatics." 
Looking  for  an  illustration  in  O.T.,  we  find  Is.  xxv.  7  "  And  he  will  destroy  in  this 
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THE  PRINCIPAL  CORRECTIONS 


sessed  them  :  and 
they  said  nothing  to 
any  (lit.  no)  one,  for 
they  feared  (iniperf.)." 


carry-word  to  his  dis- 
ciples. And  behold 
Jesus  met  them  .  .  ." 


things  to  the  eleven 
and  all  the  rest.  Now 
it  was  Mary  Magda- 
leneand.  . .  And  (lit.) 
there  appeared  before 
them  as  idle-dreams 
(X^po?)  these  words, 
and  they  disbelieved 
(imperf.)  them  {i.e. 
the  women)." 


I 


mountain  the  face  of  the  covering  tji^a  (lit.)  thcU  is  covered  (oiVn)  over  all  the 
peoples,  and  the  vei/ {r^joon)  (lit.)  Ma/  is  veiled  (naiojn)  over  all  the  nations." 
Here  the  LXX,  which  utterly  confuses  the  passage,  has  "They  will  anoint  them- 
selves with  myrrh  (fiipov)  in  this  mountain  .  .  .,"  apparently  taking  biS  "cover- 
ing" as  p"?,  which  means  "myrrh"  in  Gen.  xxxvii.  25,  xliii.  11  (araKHi). 

[527^]  St.  Paul  says  of  the  Jews  (2  Cor.  iii.  15)  "  Unto  this  day,  whensoever 
Moses  is  read,  a  veil  lieth  upon  their  heart,  but  whensoever  it  shall  turn  to  the 
Lord  the  veil  is  taken  away  "  ;  Lk.  says  of  the  disciples  to  whom  Christ  predicted 
His  Resurrection,  (Lk.  ix.  45)  "  it  was  veiled  {irapaKfKaXvfjifUyov)  from  them  "  ;  and 
Jn.  implies  a  "veiling"  of  the  .Scriptures  from  the  disciples,  when  he  says  con- 
cerning Peter  and  John,  immediately  after  the  Resurrection,  (Jn.  xx.  9)  "  For  as 
yet  they  knew  not  the  Scripture  that  he  must  rise  from  the  dead."  It  is  therefore 
not  antecedently  improbable  that  a  very  early  Jewish  Evangelist,  wishing  to 
describe  the  condition  of  the  disciples  immediately  after  Christ's  death,  might  use 
the  language  of  Isaiah  "  A  covering  (biS)  was  covered  over  them  and  a  veil  (naoo) 
was  veiled." 

[527i]  But,  if  "covering"  was  rendered  by  Greek  translators  "myrrh,"  it 
would  naturally  lead  to  a  misinterpretation  of  "  veil  (naoo)."  For  "veil"  is  from 
the  root  -jdj,  which  means  "pour  out,"  "melt,"  "fuse,"  far  more  often  than  it 
means  "weave"  :  and  in  one  of  the  three  instances  in  which  riDOO  occurs,  R.V. 
has  (Is.  XXX.  i)  (txt.)  "cover  with  a  covering"  but  marg.  '■'^ weave  a  web"  or 
"■^ pour  out  a  drink-offering"  or,  "make  a  league."  Assuming  therefore  that 
" covering  covering "  meant  "  myrrh  myrrh,"  Greeks  might  infer  that  "covering  " 
meant  "  liquid  perfume  "  or  ointment  of  some  kind.  This  would  lead  to  marginal 
suggestions,  such  as  we  find  in  Jn.  who  combines  "roll"  (or  "covering")  with 
"  myrrh  "  and  "  aloes." 

[572;]  This  hypothesis  would  explain  some  curious  variations.  For  example, 
D,  in  Lk.  xxiv.  I,  omits  "spices":  SS  substitutes  "other  women  came  with 
them."  Pseudopeter  has  "  Mary  Magdalene  .  .  .  having  taken  with  herself  her 
friends,"  no  mention  being  made  of  spices  in  any  part  of  the  narrative.  This 
could  be  explained  either  by  Hebrew  or  by  Greek  corruption  as  a  variant  of 
"  aloes,"  m'?nK.  So  rare  a  word  (twice  out  of  four  times  mistranslated  by  the 
LXX  owing  to  its  identity  with  "ynK,  "tent")  might  easily  be  confused  with 
nnnx,  the  fem.  of  "others,"  and  translated  "other  women."     This  is  more  prob- 
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[528]  The  explanation  of  these  extraordinary  variations 
is  based  on  two  common  phenomena  in  the  Septuagint : 
(i)  the  omission  of  the  Hebrew  negative,  (ii)  the  confusion 
of  the  Hebrew  verb  "  fear  "  with  the  Hebrew  verb  meaning 
in  the  active  "  see,"  in  the  passive,  "  appear." 


(i)  (Mk.)  "  they  said  nothing"  (Mt.)  "  to  carry  word" 
{Lk.)  "  carried  word  " 

[529]  The  Hebrew  negative  in  its  most  common  form 
is  very  frequently  confused  with  (a)  "  to  him,"  with  (^) 
"  God,"  with  (c)  "  to,"  and  with  (d)  "  or."  Also,  (e)  when  it 
precedes  words  beginning  with  n,  the  final  n  of  "not"  is 
apt  to  be  dropped.  The  remaining  letter  is  the  regular 
sign  of  the  infinitive.^ 

,  In  the  present  passage  of  Mark,  "  they  did  not  say " 
might  be  an  instance  falling  under  (e),  and  there  would  be 

able  than  that  aXud,  "aloes,"  should  be  confused  wdth  aXXw,  "others"  (though 
AWos  is  confused  with  (Mai.  ii.  15)  /caX6s,  and  with  (i  Esdr.  viii.  20  (A),  parall. 
to  Ezr.  vii.  22)  4\ai. 

[527't]  As  regards  Jn.'s  amplification  "a  hundred  pounds,"  it  cannot  be 
considered  improbable  that,  out  of  the  reduplicated  "  Iflt,"  bi^,  there  should 
spring  a  variant  "litra,"  htb''?  (used  in  New  Heb.)  i.e.  "pound."  Again,  Mk. 
had  said  that  Joseph  had  "  bought "  the  linen  and  that  the  women  had  "  bought  " 
the  spices.  Now  the  opposite  of  "  buying"  would  be  "  taking  ou/  of  one's  omtt 
store"  or,  as  the  Hebrew  idiom  goes,  "from  himself"  (as  opposed  to  "taking  at 
a  price").  Hence,  if  an  editor  wished  to  contradict  Mk.,  he  might  write  in  the 
margin  "from  himself,"  wkd.     But  this  is  easily  confused  with  nKO  "a  hundred." 

[527/]  These  suggestions  are  put  forth,  in  the  belief,  not  that  all  of  them  are 
]  robable,  but  that,  taken  cumulatively,  they  constitute  a  considerable  probability 
that  the  variations  between  the  Evangelists  arise,  not  from  "  editorial  freedom  " — 
a  euphemism  for  "exaggeration"  —  nor  yet  from  the  use  of  later  authentic 
information  by  the  Evangelists,  but  from  mistranslation.  The  facts  appear  to 
point  to  a  vision  seen  by  the  women  when  the  "veil"  and  the  "covering"  were 
taken  from  off  them,  and  they  "  looked  up  "  (or,  "  regained  their  sight ")  and  the 
stone  was  "  rolled  up"  to  heaven. 

>  "Not"  =  KS,  sometimes  written  \S'.  (a)  "to  him"  =  i'?:  (*)  "God"  =  Si«: 
(r)  "to"  =  Si»:  (</)  "or"=Hc:  (*)  mS  "not,"  preceding  tdm  "speak,"  would  be  in 
danger  of  being  written  tdhS,  i.e.  "to  speak"  or  "speaking." 
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a  danger  of  its  being   corrupted  into  "  for  the  purpose  of 
saying,"  or  "  saying."  ^ 

(ii)  Consequences  of  the  Omission  of  the  Negative 

[530]  Hebrew  frequently  expresses  "  not  .  .  .  any "  by 
"  not  every."  Thus,  in  Jeremiah,  "  let  us  not  give  heed  to 
any  of  his  words  "  is,  literally,  "  let  us  not  (7n)  give  heed  to 
all  his  words."  But  this  happens  to  be  one  of  the  numerous 
passages  where  the  Septuagint  omits  the  negative.  Conse- 
quently the  Greek  has  "  and  we  will  give  heed  to  (lit  listen 
to)  all  his  words."  ^ 

Now  let  us  suppose  that  a  similar  mistranslation  took 
place  in  the  case  of  Mark's  Original,  "  And  they  said  nothing 
to  any  one,"  Heb.  "  And  they  said  not  to  every  one  a 
word."  The  omission  of  the  negative  would  reduce  this  to 
*'  they  said  to  every  one  a  word."  Then  it  would  become 
necessary  for  such  Evangelists  as  accepted  the  omission  to 
explain,  severally,  "every  one"  as  meaning — not,  of  course, 
all  the  world,  but — (a)  "  his  disciples,"  or  {b)  "the  eleven,"  or 
(c)  "  all  the  rest"  Others  might  read  {d)  "  every  word  " 
instead  of  "  every  one  a  word."  Matthew  has  adopted  {a). 
Luke  has  conflated  {b\  {c\  and  (d). 

[631]  When  the  negative  was  dropped  from  the  phrase 

^  [529a]  Instances  of  the  omission  of  the  negative  are  far  too  frequent  for 
complete  enumeration.  The  following  bear  specially  on  the  interchange  of 
"not"  and  "to":  Prov.  xii.  28  "no  death"  «j  e&varov.  Is.  v.  7  ''for  (-h) 
righteousness"  oi  Sucaioaivnv,  Prov.  xxvii.  19  "face  to  (-^)  face  .  .  .  man  to  (-'?) 
man"  oix  .  •  ov5k  .  .  .,  Ezek.  xiii.  5  "to  (-^)  stand,"  ovk  aviff-rqaav,  i  K.  xi. 
10  "and  he  kept  not  (k^)"  koX  <t>v\6.^a<T0ai. 

[529^]  Instances  of  confusion  owing  to  the  contiguity  of  m  or  S,  are  Judg.  i. 
18  "and  he  took  (naV'i)"  Kal  ovk  iKk-qpovbutiaep  (leg.  nal?  hV^i  2  S.  xiv.  32  "let 
me  see  (nunx)"  ovk  eUof  (leg.  tkt  kV),  Zech.  xiii.  4  "neither  shall  they  wear 
(iraV'  kSi)"  Kal  ivSAaopTai  (leg.  iraVi),  Dan.  x,  9  "yet  heard  I  (yoTKi),"  LXX 

KOl  OVK  iJKOVffa, 

There  are  cases,  but  comparatively  few,  of  ov  ins.  or  om.  after  -ov,  or  confused 
with  ffv  by  Gk.  corruption. 

"^  Jerem.  xviii.  18,  "and  let  us  not  give  heed  to  anj>  of  his  words"  /fol  [Q. 
marg.  ins.  ovk]   6.Kova6/jje0a  irdfras  ToiisXdryovs  avrov. 
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"  they  said  not  a  word,"  it  would  be  necessary  to  adopt  a 
stronger  word  than  "  say,"  in  order  to  denote  the  bringing  of 
the  glad  tidings.  The  Mark- Appendix  twice  uses  the  word 
"  report,"  "  carry-word,"  of  Mary  Magdalene  and  others, 
carrying  the  tidings  of  the  Resurrection  ;  and  the  parallel 
Matthew  assigns  it  to  Jesus.^  Matthew  and  Luke  here, 
deviating  from  Mark,  adopted  "carry-word"  as  being  in 
general  use  in  Greek  traditions  to  describe  the  first 
announcement  of  the  Resurrection. 

[532]  (iii)  (J//^.)  ''for'  they  feared,"  {Mt.)  "and  beho'd  Jesus;' 
{Lk.)  "  and  there  appeared  before  them  .  .  .  disbelieved 
them  " 

[633]  The  instances  of  the  confusion  between  "  fear " 
and  "  see,"  "  behold,"  or  "  appear,"  are  too  numerous  to  quote 
in  full,  but  some  are  given  below.'  In  some  forms  the  two 
are  identical,  e.g.  NT  means  either  "  he  feared  "  or  "  he  will 
see."  It  is  obvious  that  when  Mark's  preceding  words 
"  they  said  nothing "  had  been  altered  into  "  they  told 
everything  "  there  would  be  a  strong  inducement  to  convert 
the  now  unintelligible  phrase  about  "  fearing "  into  one 
about  "  beholding "  or  "  appearing."  And  the  abrupt 
termination    of   Mark's    Gospel    at   this    point   would   leave 

*  Mk.  xvj.  lo,  13,  Mt.  xxviii.  10  dTOT-yAXeir,  Jn.  xx.  18  has  iyyiKKuv.  For 
an  instance  of  the  apparent  sul>stitution  of  this  word  for  an  original  "say,"  comp. 
Mk.  iii.  32  Kol  \iyov(riv,  [Mt.  xii.  47  tlxtv  S4  tii],  Lk.  viii.  20  iTiryyfKt]  5i. 

'  [532a]  Mk.'s  "for  (yip)"  may  represent  an  original  Hebrew  "and  (-1)." 
Comp.  Judg.  xxi.  18  "  Howbeit  (-i),"  LXX  Sri,  i.e.  "because"  or  "for" 
(A  K€d),  I  K.  xxii.  37  "so  (lit.  and)  (-1)  the  king  died,"  Sri. 

*  [533a]  "Fear"  =  in«,  "see"  =  nK"i.  Comp.  Job  xxxvii.  24  "he  regardeth 
them  not,"  LXX  "they  shall /<rar  him";  Mic.  vi.  9  "will  see  (some  ancient 
versions  have  ySrar)  thy  name,"  LXX  "fearing  his  name";  Jer.  xvii.  8  "he 
shall  not  y5rar  (v.r.  su)"  LXX  "fear";  Jud.  xiv.  11  "when  they  jaw  him,"  so 
LXX,  Init  A  reads  "when  ihty  feared  him";  Ecdes.  xii.  5  "shall  be  afraid 
of,"'  LXX  "shall  see."  For  other  instances  see  2  S.  xiv.  1 5,  2  Chr.  xxvi.  5, 
Trov.  xxix.  16,  Is.  xvi.  12,  Ezek.  i.  18,  xviii.  14,  etc.  In  Hab.  iii.  2,  "fear"  is 
conflated  as  "see";  in  2  S.  xxii.  16,  Ileb.  and  LXX  "  appeared "  (w^ijaoj'), 
Luc.  has  "they  feared." 
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subsequent  Evangelists  free  to  accept  any  additions  ex- 
plaining the  nature  of  the  "  beholding  "  or  "  appearing,"  so 
as  to  prepare  the  way  for  the  supplementary  traditions  that 
they  severally  desired  to  append.^ 


§  80.  Minor  agreements  of  Matthew  and  Luke 

If  these  are  to  be  fully  examined  they  must  be  studied 
in  detail  with  the  aid  of  the  Appendix.  Only  their  general 
nature,  and  the  inferences  derivable  from  them,  can  be  stated 
here.  They  are,  almost  entirely,  just  such  modifications  of 
Mark's  text  as  might  be  expected  from  a  Corrector  desirous 
of  improving  style  and  removing  obscurities. 

[534]  (i)  In  about  twelve  instances  Matthew  and  Luke 
adopt  corrections  defining  subject  or  object  For  example, 
where  Mark  omits  the  subject  (leaving  it  to  be  understood 
as  "  they,"  "  people,"  etc.)  Matthew  and  Luke  supply  "  the 
disciples,"  etc.  Again,  where  Mark  omits  an  object,  they 
insert  it,  aiming  at  greater  dcfinitcness  in  this  and  other 
ways,  e.g.  altering  "  coming  "  into  "  approaching,"  "  the  say- 
ing "  into  "  this  saying,"  "  thence  "  into  "  from  that  city,"  etc. 

(ii)  In  about  fifteen  instances  they  correct  in  Mark  the 
abrupt  construction  caused  by  the  absence  of  a  connecting 
word.  Where  speech  is  introduced  by  a  verb  other  than 
"  say,"  the  connecting  word  may  be  a  participle  :  e.g.  "  ques- 
tioned him,  'Art  thou  .  .  .?'"  is  altered  to  "questioned 
him,  saying  '  Art  thou  .  .  .  ?  ' "  or  "  cried  "  to  "  said,"  or  to 
"called  aloud  saying."      This  may  fall  under  viii  (541). 

(iii)  In    about   thirteen    instances    they    correct    Mark's 

'  As  regards  Mt.  xxviii.  9  /cai  iSoij,  it  has  been  pointed  out  (456)  that  iSov 
"  behold  !"  appears  often  interchangeable,  through  Greek  corruption,  with  i5oy 
"they  saw."  Some  process  of  this  kind  would  be  necessary  to  explain  the  deriva- 
tion of  Mt.'s  "and  behold"  from  Mk.'s  "for  they  feared."  For  the  Heb. 
"  behold  (run)  !  "  is  quite  different  from  the  Heb.  "fear  (kt)." 
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historic  present.     This  number  does  not  include  the  correc- 
tions of  Mark's  use  of  "  says  "  applied  to  Jesus  (see  (v)). 

(iv)  In  about  twelve  instances  they  substitute  the 
participle  {e^.  "  saying  ")  for  the  indicative  with  "  and  "  (e^. 
"  and  he  says  "),  or  for  the  relative  and  the  subjunctive,  g.g: 
"  whosoever  has,"  which  is  changed  to  "  those  having,"  etc. 

[635]  (v)  In  about  twenty-three  instances  they  substitute 
for  Mark's  "  says  (Xeyei)  "  the  word  "  said  (eiTrev),"  or  correct 
Mark's  imperfect  "  used  to  say  "  or  "  began  to  say  "  {eKeyev, 
more  rarely  rjp^aro  \eyeiv)? 

In  the  Septuagint  this  last  form  is  almost  confined  to 
"  singing  "  and  "  repeating."  Both  eXeyev  and  \eyei  would 
do  very  well  in  a  little  book  of  Short  Sayings,  such  as  the 
Sayings  of  the  Jewish  Fathers,  or  the  recently-discovered 
Oxyrhynchian  Logia  of  Jesus.  Indeed,  in  the  latter,  "  saith 
Jesus  "  is  the  regular  termination  (or  introduction)  to  each 
Logfion.  For  its  use  there,  it  might  be  urged  that  the 
present  tense  represented  Jesus  as  one  who,  though  dead 
"  still  speaketh "  in  abiding  precepts.  But  in  a  connected 
history  of  Jesus — including  dialogue  and  controversy  as  well 
as  precept — the  present  tense  would  probably  be  considered 
— at  least  when  men  of  education  began  to  enter  the 
Christian  Church — somewhat  below  the  level  of  Evangelic 
style  (like  our  vernacular  "says  he").  The  regular  form  in 
the  Septuagint  is  the  past  tense,  and  that  would  probably 
weigh  with  such  Evangelists  as  aspired  to  write  as  historians 
— though  not  with  John. 

[536]   (vi)    In   at  least    thirty  instances    Matthew   and 

*  [535(z]  The  correction  of  the  imperfect  extends  toother  verbs  ;  e.g.  Mk.  has, 
.-ibout  fifteen  times,  "  he  (or,  they)  began-to-question  {imipioTa,  or,  -uf) " :  the 
l)arallel  Mt.-Lk.  mostly  have  the  aorist,  or  present,  of  some  other  verb  of  speech 
(456  (ii)),  but,  in  any  case,  they  never  jointly  agree  in  the  impcrf.  of  i-rtpitnav. 
Akin  to  this,  is  Mk.'s  (very  frequent)  superfluous  use  of  the  Greek  verb  "  begin 
(ipxtceax),"  as  in  Mk.  vi.  7  "  He  began  to  send  them  out  two  by  two."  In  the 
course  of  some  five  and  twenty  instances  in  Mk.,  this  verb  is  never  retained  by 
Mt.-Lk.,  jointly,  except  in  Mk.  xiv.  19. 
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Luke  agree  in  adopting  the  idiomatic  Greek  connecting 
particle  {Be) — commonly  and  necessarily  (though  most  in- 
adequately) rendered  by  the  English  "  but  " — instead  of  the 
literal  translation  of  the  Hebrew  "  and,"  r>.  kcU. 

It  is  a  mistake — though  a  very  natural  one — to  infer 
that  the  prevalence  of  Be,  in  the  Gospels,  indicates  a  Greek 
original,  and  that  the  prevalence  of  xai  indicates  a  Hebrew 
one.  A  more  probable  inference  would  be  that  in  some 
cases  Be  indicates  free  translation,  and  xai  literal  translation, 
from  Hebrew.  But  this  may  not  always  be  the  case.  A 
Corrector,  while  altering  the  Hebraic  "  and  "  to  the  Hellenic 
"  but,"  may  in  other  respects  be  more  faithful  to  the  sense  of 
the  original  Hebrew. 

[537]  There  are  some  very  remarkable  facts  bearing  on 
the  Septuagint  use  of  the  Greek  particles,  "  and  "  and  "  but." 
The  Hebraic  particle,  "  and  (/cai)  "  is  preferred  in  the  graver  or 
more  ecclesiastical  books,  and  the  Greek  particle, "  but  {B£)"  in 
more  secular  ones.  For  example,  in  the  short  book  of  Ruth, 
"  but  (Se)  "  occurs  twenty-nine  times,  but  not  once  in  the  second 
book  of  Chronicles.  Theodotion's  version  of  Daniel,  which  is 
certainly  later  than  that  of  the  Septuagint,  frequently 
changes  the  Hellenic  Be  into  the  Hebraic  Kai.  So,  too,  the 
Septuagint  version  of  Ezra — which  is  probably  later,  and 
is  certainly  closer  to  the  Hebrew,  than  the  Hellenic  version 
called  the  First  Book  of  Esdras — discards  the  Greek  "  but " 
and  returns  to  the  Hebraic  "  and." 

[538]  So  far,  the  facts  are  interesting  but  not  unex- 
pected :  but  it  is  surprising  to  find  a  sudden  and  complete 
change  in  the  use  of  these  particles  at  a  definite  point  in  the 
Pentateuch.  A  reference  to  the  uses  of  the  extremely 
common  phrases  "  and  (or,  but)  he  said,"  "  and  (or,  but)  it 
came  to  pass  "  in  the  Oxford  Concordance,  reveals  that — 
whereas  in  Genesis  and  the  greater  part  of  Exodus  the 
translators  use  both  the  Greek  particle  and  the  Hebraic 
with    considerable    frequency,    and    sometimes    the    former 
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almost  as  often  as  the  latter — "but  it  came  to  pass"  is  dis- 
continued from  Exod.  xix.  i6  and  "but  he  said  "  from  Exod. 
XX.  2  2,  to  the  end  of  the  historical  books}  Now,  of  these 
two  passages,  the  first  describes  the  thunders  of  the  Law, 
and  the  second  introduces  the  Law  itself.  Considering 
that,  in  a  small  portion  of  the  Pentateuch,  these  phrases 
occur  some  hundreds  of  times,  up  to  the  point  where  they 
absolutely  cease,  it  is  difficult  to  resist  the  conclusion  that, 
from  the  point  where  the  Law  was  introduced,  the  Trans- 
lators (or  possibly  Revisers)  felt  that  a  different  style  of 
translation,  more  literal  and  faithful  to  each  "jot  and  tittle" 
of  the  sacred  text,  became  incumbent  on  them. 

[539]  In  any  case,  the  phenomena  of  the  Septuagint 
make  it  highly  improbable  that  the  agreement  of  Matthew 
and  Luke  on  this  point  (the  correction  of "  and  "  to  "  but  ") 
is  accidental.  And  it  is  still  more  improbable  that  Luke 
repeatedly  borrowed  from  Matthew,  or  Matthew  from  Luke, 
a  detail  of  so  minute  a  character,  without  borrowing  at  the 
same  time  something  more  important  from  the  context. 
The  facts  point  to  the  conclusion  that  Matthew  and  Luke 
— whether  they  originated  the  correction  or  borrowed  it 
— substituted  the  Hellenic  for  the  Hebraic  particle  inde- 
pendently of  each  other. 

[540]  (vii)  Another  class  of  corrections  includes  im- 
provement of  Greek  construction  or  style,  by  softening 
abruptness,  of  a  different  kind  from  that  mentioned  above 
(534  (ii) ),  changing  interrogatives  into  statements,  intro- 
ducing yiAv  .  .  .  Se,  aWdy  or  other  particles,  and  altering 
Hebraic  or  vernacular  words  or  phrases.  In  a  few  instances 
the  correction  may  be  made  in  the  interests  of  seemliness, 
rather  than  of  style,  e.£^.  in  Mk.  ix.  6,  where  "  frightened-out 
[of  themselves]  "  is  variously  altered  by  Matthew  and  Luke.^ 

'  These  remarks  relate  to  elxti'  W,  and  koI  eJwty,  not  to  the  use  of  6  W,  "  but 
he,"  with  tlwrr. 
'"*  See  note  on  Mk.  ix.  6  in  Appendix. 


[541]    MINOR  AGREEMENTS  OF  MATTHEW  AND  LUKE 

[541]  (viii)  In  some  cases,  and  notably  in  the  use  of 
the  exclamatory  "behold,"  Matthew  and  Luke  appear  to 
agree  in  returning  to  a  Hebrew  Original.  Important 
instances  of  this  are  given  in  the  preceding  pages.  A  few 
unimportant  instances  are  marked  as  belonging  to  class  viii 
in  the  Appendix. 
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APPENDIX    I 


A  COMPLETE  TABLE  OF  THE  CORRECTIONS  IN  GREEK 

[542]  The  following  pages  exhibit,  in  Mark's  order,  the  Greek  textual 
agreements  of  Matthew  and  Luke  against  Mark,  in  the  Triple  Tradition. 

Of  these,  the  most  important  are  explained,  in  Mark's  order,  in  the 
preceding  pages.     These  are  marked  (t). 

Of  the  rest,  a  few  are  explained  by  footnotes  ;  but  most  belong  to  the 
eight  classes  mentioned  in  534-41,  and  the  class  is  indicated  by  a 
Roman  number.  The  number  455  reminds  the  reader  that  Mark 
never  uses  IdoO  in  narrative. 

[543]  Some  passages  printed  in  Mr.  Rushbrooke's  Synopticon  as 
agreements  of  Matthew  and  Luke  against  Mark  are  not  included  below, 
g.^.  the  precepts  about  "saluting,"  "shoes,"  "the  labourer,"  etc.,  in  the 
Sending  of  the  Twelve.  Luke,  though  he  has  these,  does  not  place 
them  in  the  Sending  of  the  Twelve,  but  in  the  Sending  of  the  Seventy. 
These  and  other  similar  passages — printed  in  the  Synopticon  along 
with  the  Triple  Tradition,  not  as  being  part  of  it  but  as  throwing  light 
on  it — will  be  discussed  in  a  subsequent  treatise  under  the  head  of  the 
Double  Tradition. 

[544]  In  a  very  few  cases  the  text  of  Westcott  and  Hort  deviates 
from  that  of  Mr.  Rushbrooke — especially  in  the  earlier  chapters  printed 
before  that  text  was  placed  at  his  disposal  by  the  kindness  of  the 
Editors.  For  example,  in  Mk.  iu  9  they  read  Trcpifl-aTci  (not  mrayc) 
agreeing  with  Mt-Lk.  In  such  cases,  the  text  of  Westcott  and  Hort 
is  followed.  And  as  a  rule  (unless  the  contrary  is  expressed),  the  later 
text  of  Westcott  and  Hort  is  adopted  instead  of  the  earlier,  where  the 
two  differ. 

Mk.                         *           Mt.  Lk. 

i.$iraffaii'lovSalax*ip<i           iii.    S  wcura    ij  'lovSala  iii.    3    tit    waaay    tV 

(t)                                              Koi  xaaa  17  rrtpixwpoi  ToO  irfplx'^P*"'  ToO'IopSdvov] 
'lopSdvov 
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Mk. 

i.  7,  8  (pxirai  .  .  . 
dirlffu  [/iou]  .  .  .  ey<Ji 
i^&irTicoL  vfxai  .  .  ,  aiirbi 
Si  fiaTTTlfffi  (vii) 

i.  8  .  ,  .  wveij/iaTi  ayltfi 
(t) 

i.  9,  10  .  .  .  Kal  ^/3oir- 
tIvBti  .  .  .  tldev  (rxji^oni- 
vovz  Tovi  ovpavoii '  (t) 


i.  10  rh  wvtvfML  wj 
wepiffTtfAf  Karapdivov  (is 
airriv  (vii) 

i.  12  Kcd  ev0it  t6  irveOfm 
airdf  iicpdWei  (f)  (also 
iii) 

i.  13  .  .  .  ireipafA^fvos 
I'ird  Tov  SaTcwa  (t) 

i.  13  Kal  ^»  fieri.  rQv 
diipluv  (t) 

i.  16  Kal  trapiyvv  rapi. 
(vi) 

i.  16  elSev  Z.  Kal  'A.  rbv 
i5e\<t>6y  S.  (+) 

i.  38,  39  fli  rit  ixo/iiyai 
KotftoiroXus,  tva  KiKti  kij- 
pv^w  flsTOVToyipi^TJ\0oi>. 
Kal  ^\0fy  Ki]p6ffauv  eh  tAj 
<ri;i'a7W7ds  .   .   .   (t) 

i.  40  Kal  fpxe'rai  irphs 
ainbv  \eirp6i  (iii  and  466)  "^ 

i.  40  \iywu  oi^T^j  6ti 
•Eity  eiXv^  (t) 

i.  41  i^^aro  Kal  X^7ei 
(iv) 

ii.  3  Kol  fpxovrai  (ptpov- 
res  7rp6j  ainby  .  .  .  alpb- 
Heyoy  inrb  reatrdpuv  (t) 
(also  iii  and  466) 

iL  5  KoL  Idujy  .  .  .  "K^yti 

(V) 


Ml. 
iii.    II    iyi)    |iJv    iifMi 
/3a»-nX«  ...   6  84  owiffoi 
fiov  ipxbft-fvos 

iii.  1 1  4v  trvtunari  iylif 
teal  irvpC 

iii.  13-16  .  .  .  rov 
paiTTUiOrivai  (?)  vir'  ainov 
, .  .  paimaOfU  Si  6  'Irfcovi 
. . .  Vjvcipx^c^^"  0'  ovpavoi 

iii.  \6  try tvitaStov  Kara- 
palyoy  ^  uxrtl  ■wtpiffTfpi.y 
fpxbfityoy  iif  ainbv 

iv.  I  T&rt  6  'Itjo-ovs 
dvVjxOi;  .  .  .  vTfb  tov 
xytiii/iaros 

iv.  I  w€ipa(r0Tiyai  inrb 
roC  SiapdXov 

iv.  2  {Strrepoy  firclvacrcv 


18 


8) 


IV.     10    irepiwaTit>y 
vapb.  .  .   . 

iv.  \^tlStyh{toi.St\<^oin 
2.  .  .  .  KoX  'A. 

iv.  23  SiSi^Kijjy  iv  raU 
avyayoiyaXs  aOruv  Kal 
Kripiaauv  rb  tiaYifkwv 
TTJi  PatriXfCat,   .  .   . 


viii.  2  Kal  I80V  \(irpbs 
vpo(Tf\0u}y  .  .  . 

viii.  2  V7WI'  Kvpif,  iiiv 
eiXrii 

viii.  2,'fi\f/aT0 .  .  .  X^7»v, 

ix.  2  Kal  I80V  irpo(ri<p(pov 
airri^  .  .  .  tnrX  KX(yi]S 
pfpXrjfjJvov 

ix.  2  Kal  ISwv  .  .  . 
cIttcv 


Lk. 

iii.  16  iyu>  |Uv  .  .  . 
/SaMT^ltt  vfuis,  fpxcrai 
8i  .  .  . 

iii.  16  iv  Tytiftari.  ay lifi 
Kol  irvpC 

iii.  21  .  .  .  (V  T<|J  ^av- 
Tiffdijyai  (?)  airiyra  rbv 
\abv  Kal  'Irjffov ^airriffOiv- 
ros  .  .  .  i.VVf\9i\vai  rbv 
ovpayiy 

iii.  22  KarapTJyai  rb 
irvevfia  rb  47io»'  ffUftariKi^ 
tlSti  wi  irepiaTfpdkV  in 
avrby 

iv.  I  'In<roCs  Si  .  .  . 
viriffTpe\f/fv,  Kal  ^^^ftTo  iv 

T<^  VVti'lMTl 

iv.  2  ^^e^pa!^6^ltvoi  inrb 
ToC  8iap6Xov 

iv.  2  tnvTf\(ff0(i<T(i)y 
airQy  ^c(va<r(V 

V.  I  iyivfTo  ii  ...  Kal 
airbt  Ijv  iarus  irapi.  .  .    . 

V.  2  .  .  .  Kal  tlSfv  8vio 
vXoidpia  .  .  . 

iv.  43, 44  Kal  rats  iripait 
nbXtaiy  tiayytklcraaOai 
p.€  Sti  TT)v  pao-iXfCav  tov 
Q(ov  Sti  iirl  toOto  direffrd- 
X^v.  Kal  Ijv  KfipOaauv  els 
tAi  <rwa7W7dj  ... 

V.  12  Kal  ISoii  dyyjp 
TrXiJpijj  \iirpas. 

V.  12  X^7coy  KvpM,  ibiv 

ei\-o% 

V.  13  1^\f/aT0  .  .  .  'hiyuv 

V.  18  Kal  I80V  &ySp(s 
(pipoyres  in\  kXCvtjs  .   .    . 


I 


V.  20  Kal  ISwv 


«Iir€V 


1  Mk.  i.  9,  10.  In  the  paralL  Mt.-Lk.,  Synopticon  prints  the  first  "baptize"  (with  a  ?  in 
Lk.)  as  an  agreement  of  Mt.-Lk.  But  this  arrangement  is  not  adopted  here  as  the  verb  refers  in 
Mt.  to  Jesus,  but  in  Lk.  to  the  multitude. 

2  Mk.  i.  40.     Mk.  (456)  never  uses  ifiov  in  narrative. 
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Mk. 

U.  6  »  .   .    .   «ai  > 
ii.  8  X^«  [oiVoTt]  (v) 

ii.  1 1  T6f  K(>6.fiaTTb¥ 
aov  (vii)' 

ii.  1 2  i^TiXOff  tfixpoffStv 
rdyrwv  (t) 

ii.  12  Hart  i^lrraaOat 
irdrrat  (t) 

ii.  l6  ol  ypanftartit  rOtv 

ii.  1 6  art;  (t) 
ii.  17  Xfyet  (v) 
ii.    18  Kol  (pxovrai  Kai 

\(yovc^u>  airr^  * 
ii.  21  iripdvTti  (t) 
ii.  22  (I  8i  fiii  (t) 
ii.  22  Kol  6  olfot  «It6X- 

\trrai  koI  ol  icKol.  [dXXd 

otVor  r^or  tU  dffxoin  kcu- 

yoi't]  (t) 

ii.  23  lip^aMTO  oSdf  iroiftW 
riWoyrei  (t) 

ii.  24  irol  ot  4».  ?Xf7oi' 
(v  and  vi) 

ii.  25  X^et  (v) 

ii.  26  tl  ntf  roCt  ifpelt  (t) 

iii.  I  (Is  vwa.ywyifi'  (vii) 


Mt. 

ix.  3  Kol  liou 
ix.  4  «Iir<v, 

ix.  6  aov  T^y  tCklyriv 


Lk. 

V.  21  Kal 

V.  22  dv-oKpt^fJt  <tvcv 
irpit  a^oi>f 

V.  24  rh  kXiW3(^*'  ffoirf 


ix.  7  (and  l.k.  v.  26)  dir^X^fi'  fls  t^v  oIkov  avrov 

[N.B. — In  Lk.v.25,thcre()ccurs(lj'a<rrAf  ^vwirtofaiW-iif) 

\x.ici6xXoii^^-i)eT)aa¥  v.    26   .    .    .    tKffraau 

iXafiey  iravrat  .  .   .  Kal 

V.  30  oi  ^apiffaloK  Kol 
0(  ypafifxaTeii  aiTGiv 

V.  30  Bid  rl  ; 

V.  31  <lircv 

V.  33  oi  Si  fWaf  irpbs 
ai>r6i' 

V.  36  ^(PaXXci. 

V.  37  €t  5^  fii'iyt 

V.  37  Kai  ayris  ^kx^Av 
(rerai  Kal  ol  offKol  diro- 
Xovvrai 

V.  38  dXX4  otvov  viov  (ii 
iffKoin  Koxvoin  ^\i\Tio¥ 

vi.  I  (rCKKoy  .  .  .  Kal 

vi.  2  Tii'^t  Si  rJji'  4». 
<l«xiv 

vi.  3  clvtv 

vi.  4  eZ  /u^  (uSvovf  rotW 
ItptU 

vi.  6  ei'i  tJ|v  awayioy^v 


iiL  4  KcU  X^«t  (v  and  vi) 
iii.  10  ToXXoiH  .  .  .  id 
p6.Ttvcfy  .  .  , 


.  5^M  tlxw  /uio'ri^at 
.(t)» 


ix.  II  o2  4>a/M<rouoi 

ix.  1 1  Si&  ri ; 

ix.  12  <tircv 

ix.  14  rhrt  irpo<r<px<'»'- 
Tot  ttirr^J  .   .   .  Xfyoi'Tfi 

ix.  16  ^TtpdXXti 

ix.  17  et  5^  ^l.■f^<(^ 

ix.  1 7  Kal  6  olvoj  4kxci- 
rai  <fo2  oi  d<rKoJ  dir6XXi'»'- 
rat.  dXXd  pdXXoi;<rM'  oZvov 
F^oi'  6(1  aaKoin  Koxpoin 

xii.  I  ijp^ayTO  riWetv 
.    .   .   Kal  l<r9Uiy 

xii.  2  01  8i  *.  t5o«'T6i 
tlimv 

xii.  3  fliiw 

xii.  4  «i  fiii  Tcit  UpfOffty 

xii.  9  «t»  Tf|v  ffvyayoryTiy 
ain-Qy 

xii.  II  o  84  (lir<v 

5      -qKoXoiL'driffay 
voWol    Kol    ($(pd- 
ai>Toi>i  irAvras  '* 
iv.   24    KaKun    (xoyTa% 
irM«c(Xa(t  vd<roi.f 


t-  r  xii.  15 
I  airrt^  vo\. 
J  Ttwrey  ain 


vi.  9  <tir«v  Si  &  'In<r. 
r     vi.  19  was  6  Jx^o*  ^N- 
I  Tovy  .   .   ,   8ti  .   .   .   laro 
irdvras' 

vi.   17   Kol  la9i)yat  iir6 
Tu>y  v6irttv  ai;rwi> 


I  .MIc  iL  6.     It  is  doubtful  whether  Mi.-Lk.  are  here  agreeing  against  Mk.  (sec  context^ 

*  Mk.  iL  tl.     Phrynicbus  condemns  Mk.'ii  word  :  trctftirovt  Ary«,  oAAa  ^i)  cpo^/Sarof  (mcX 

*  Mk.  ii.  16.  Mt.  does  not  agree  here  with  t.k.  except  that  by  omitting  01  ypofifMrvit  be 
it  forced  to  take  ♦ap.  as  nominative. 

*  Mk.  iL  18.  not  is  corrected  to  (Mt.)  ron,  (Uc.)  ii :  the  historic  present  to  (Lk.)  the  pa^t : 
the  indicative  to  (Mt.)  the  participle.  Mt.-Lk.  do  not  agree  in  any  of  these  correctioits,  but 
merely  in  the  casual  uic  of  wpit. 

■  Mk.  iii.  10.  As  Mt.  contains  two  di^itinct  pasuages,  the  parallelism  is  uncertain.  n«« 
is  so  \xr7  frequently  inserted  or  omitted  by  the  LXX  where  the  Heb.  severally  omits  <>r 
insert*  it  that  ibis  agreeawnt  of  Matthew  and  Luke  does  not  require  detailed  comment,  espe^i- 
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Mk. 
iii.  1 8  Kal'Aydpiav  (t) 

iii.  19-21  KalfpxfTaieh 
oIkov  Koi  awipxfTM  iriikiv 
6  6x^oi,  uxTTe  fiT)  biivoffdai. 
airroin  ni]Si  iprov  ipaytTv. 
Kal  iKoOaayres  <^  irap' 
aiVroO  i^rjXdoy  Kparrjcai 
aiirbv  (Xeyw  yiip  6ti 
i^iffrt)  (see  S6Sa) 


Mt. 
X,     2    Kal    'Aripdat    & 

xii.  22,  23  t6t€  trpoa- 
■^veyKav  aury  8aw|iovi^6- 
ftxvov,  Tv<l>\6v  Kal  KW^V* 
Kal  idtparrtvatv  airrbv, 
uxrrf  rhv  Kot^hv  XaXerf 
Kal  pX^iTfiv.  Kal  *tti- 
aravTO  irdyrti]  ol  'Ji'){\oi, 
Kal  (\tyoy  .  .  . 
Compare  also  : — 
ix.  32,  33  avruy  di 
i^tpxofiivwv,  ISoO  vpoc- 
•flveyKav  ai^rij!  kw^v  8ai- 
\u)V^i'6/JL(voi>.  Kal  tKfiXri- 
6ivTo%  Tov  SaifiovCov  IXd- 
XY]<rcv  o  K{»<|k$s  -  Kal  40av- 
|ia<rav  01  6x^<>^  Xi-yovrt^ 


Lk. 

vi.  14  Kal  'AifSp4av  rhv 
d8iX<|>ov  a^ov 

xi.  14  Kal  fjv  ^KpdXXuv 
8aipi<$viov  K<a^6v  iyiv fro 
&i  TOV  Saifi-ovlov  i^e\06vTOi 
i\6Xi\(T(v  6  Ku^6t  •  Kal 
(davfiaffav  ol  ((xXoi* 


iii.  22  Kol  ol  ypap-fiartU 
ol  ivb  'Ifp.  Kara^ivm 
i\eyov  (v  and  vi) 

iii.  23-26  Kal  irpoa- 
Ka\fc6.nivo%  avToin  iv 
irapafio\ats  fKeytv  avroii, 
IIcDf  dvvarai  Zarofai .  .  . ; 
Kal  iiiv  paaiXela  iif> 
iavT^v  /xepiad^,  ov  dOvarai 
ffTaOrjvaii)  ^aiXda  iKelvij- 
Kal  iiiv  oUla  i<(>  iavr^v 
fjLfpiffOy,  ov  8vv/i<r(Tai  ij 
oUla  iKtlvTi  ffTTJvac  Kal  d 
6  Haravas  . .  .  (t)  (also  v 
and  vi)  (see  3633) 

iii.  27  .  .  .  TT]v  oMav 
ai>roO  5to/)ird<r£t  ^ 


iii.  28,  29  d/t^v  X^7w 
vfuv  in,  vivra  i(p€d-^(xeTai 
To?i   vlo'ii  Twv  dvOpdiwuv, 


xii.  24  0(  Zk  <Papiffaioi 
aKoOffavTfs  tlirov 

xii.  25,  26  cl8^  S)  r&f 
iyOvfjn/lfffii  a^&v  tlirtv 
airroU,  IId<ra  fiaffiXtla 
fitpiff0ti<ra  KaO'  iavrrp 
4pT)^oOTai,  Kal  iraaa  irb\ii 
f)  oiKla  ixtpivOtiaa  Ka$' 
iavTTJi  ov  aradijaerai.  Kal 
(I  6  'Zaravai  .  .  . 


clirav 

xi.  17,  18  aiVdsSiflSws 
airr&v  ri,  SiayoiftfiaTa  clircv 
ai/ror;,IId<ra  ^a<ri\tla  (<p' 
(avT7)v  Stantpiff6t'i<ra  lpr\- 
|iOVTai.  ei  Si  Kal  6  ^ara- 
vai  .   .   . 


xii.   29  .  .  .  Ti}v  olKiay  xi.  22  .  .  .  tA  aKvXa  av- 

avTOu  Siapirdffd  rod  StadlSuffiv 

xii.  30  (also  Lk.  xi.  23)  i  |if|  fiv  (mt*  <|iofi  .  .  .  <rKop- 

xii.    31,    32    5i4    rovTo  xii.  10  Kal  Tras  8s  f'pet 

\iy<i)  vfiiv,  Ud<ra  afiaprla       Xityov  els  rdv  vlhv  toC  dv- 
.  .  .  d^(Or)<r€Tai  Toii  dv-       dptixov,  d<f>fOi)<rtTai.  afntf' 


ally  as  "  all  "  or  "  the  multitude  "  may  have  been  meant  by  tho  original  of  Mark's  "  many,"  which 
perhaps  was  "  the  many."    5'^»0//2V(7>t  does  not  print  iraf  as  an  agreement. 

In  the  contexts,  Mt.-Lk.  have  ox^oi  or  6x^0?  where  Mk.  hai  merely  ita  rhv  oxkov.  But  this 
can  hardly  be  called  agreement  against  Mk.,  see  contexts. 

1  Mk.  iiL  27  6tap7rd<ret.  After  this  word  Mt.-Lk.  insert  "  He  that  is  not  with  me  .  .  .  scat- 
tereth."  This  may  be  from  the  Double  Tradition,  extracts  from  which  are  inserted  in  the  preced- 
ing context  (Mt.  xii.  27,  28,  Lk.  xi.  19,  20).  Or  it  may  have  been  omitted  in  Mk.  by  Hebrew 
Homoioteleuton,  since  the  same  word  (e.g.  to)  might  mean  6iapira^(tv  or  i7KopiriV<'>'. 
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Mk. 
.  .  .  fli  3'  A*  ^\aa<f>t)fi^ji 
fis  t6  wvfOfia  t6  d'ytof,  ovk 
fxti  i<ptaiv  (t) 


iii.  32  .  .  .  /caJ  X^owTtv 


iii.  33  Koi  ,  .  .  \(yti  (v 
and  vi) 

iv.  I  6x\ot  xXfurros  (vii) 
iv.  3  ffTftfxu  (vii) 

iv.  4  iyivrro  iu  tQ 
a-Kttptiv  (i) 

iv.  9  aj  ?x«  <^a  (iv) 

iv.  10  o2  wepJ  at^rdc  adv 
ToXt  8u)8<Ka  (t) 

iv.  1 1  Kal  f\eyt¥  aiVoii, 
"Tiui'  t6  /jLwm/ifKoy  iiSvrau 
riji  paaiKtlixi  tov  Qeov  (v, 
vi,  vii) 

iv.  15  aXpti  rbv  \byov 
ri>¥  iairapiiivov  tli  airro{>s 
(t) 

iv.  16  Kol  o&Tot  6nolu>i 
flair  ol  arl  ri.  rerpufSi}  (vi) 

iv.  18  Kal  dWoi  flfflp  o2 
*/t  tAi  aKdvOat  (vi) 

iv.  20  Kal  iK(Tvol  elffiv 
ol  ixl  T^iv  y^y  T7]i>  KoXtfy 
(TtrapivTti  (vi) 

iv.  21  /liTjri  tpxtrai  6 
Xirj^yoi  tva,  xnrb  rb*  fi68to» 
Tfffii  fj  irrd  T^p  K\iy^y,  ovx 
tya  ixl  (MSS.  {nr6)  rrp- 
XvXflcw  rtdi  (t)  (vii) 


Mt. 

ffpuixoii,  .  .  .  Kal  6s  iiv 
ftirfi  \6yov  Kard.  tov  vlov 
ToO  iyOfhlivov  itpfO-^aerai 
avT^-  61  d'  hy  ftiTfi  Kari, 
TOV  TvciixoiTOi  TOV  aylov, 
oOk  d^eOVjo-fTai  airrtfi 

xii.  47  VV.n.  only  in 
marg.  [elvtv  8^  rti  ai>r^ 
. .  .  t^(t)  ioTTjKCuriv  f»;ToCi'- 
rii  ffOi  \a\rjcai\ 

xii.  48  (and  Lk.  viii.  21)  &  Si 


Lk. 

r(j)  a  (It  Tb  &.ytoy  iryevfui 
p\ac<p7ifx-/iaayTi  ovk  d0«- 
^o-rrai 


viii.  20  dir7777A»;  Si 
ai^r^  .  .  .  (crr^KCM'iv  #fw 
I8e7v  Oi\ovTit  at 


flirev 


xiii.  2  6-x\oi.  iroXXot  viii.  4  {S^Xoi/  iroWov    t 

xiii.  3  ToO  avflptiv  viii.   5  tov  airtlpai  rbv 

avbpoy  airroO 
xiii.  4  (and  Lk.  viii.  5)  ^v  t<(3  airtlfxiv  avrdv 

xiii.  9  (and  Lk.  viii.  8)  o  ^uv  Cna 

xiii.  10  oi  |ui9i]Tal  viii.  9  o2  |Mi9T|Tal  avrou 


xiii.  II  &  Si  iiroKpiOeli 
flircv  firt  'T^tj'  d^dorai 
yv&vai,  TO.  fivaTifipia,  ttjs 
^aaiXdat  tQv  ovpavQiv 

xiii.  igapiri^firbfairap- 
ftfyoy  iy  7-g  KopSCf  avTOv 

xiii.  20  d  Si  ^irl  t4  ire- 
Tp<I)drj .  .  .  oCrds  ^(rrti' .  .  . 

xiii.  22  6  Si  tls  ria 
OLKdyOas 

xiii.  23  6  Si  exl  riiy 
KoXify  yifv  awapds,  otrds  ^ 
ioTW  .   .   . 

V.  15  o^i  Kalovaiy 
X^xyoy  Kal  T^^aaiy  a^bv 
vxb  Tby  fibSioy  iXK  ixl 
T^)i»  Xi/xctav, 


viii.  10  6  Si  ctircv,  'Tfuy 
Siborai  yv&vai  rd  fj-var-f)- 
pia  T^s  ^aaiKdas  toO  QtoD 

viii.  12  afpei  rir  XA-yo*" 
dird  rf)s  KapStaj  airruiy 

viii,  13  o(  Si  ^xl  rf/t 
xirpas  .   .   .   Kal  oProt 

viii.  14  rb  Si  th  rds 
dfcdr^as  .   .   . 

viii.  15  rd  Si  ^v  r^  xaXg 
7P,  otro^  -  ttVi*"  .   .   . 


viii.  16  ovSfis  8i  Xi^vor 
A^at  Ka\6xrei  airhv 
aKcift  ^  irxoKdru  KXlptii 
r(9y)aiy,  dXX'  iwl  Xifxytar 

Compare — 

xi.  33  oi6«ls  Xi^poy 
d^at  (It  KpvxTTfy  rlBrfaiy 
oiSi  inrb  rby  fibitoy,  dXX' 
ixl  riip  Xi^xplay 

I  Mk.  iii.  3a.     \V.  and  H.  bracket  the  pusage,  bracketed  above  in  Mt.    SS  omitt  it.     Mk. 
31  has  i(m  vntKorrtt,  and  Mt.  xii.  46  tvnisctvao  ifm. 

»  Mk.  iv.  »j.     For  the  in.<enion  of  (Mt.-Lk.)  ofrro*,  comp.  Mk.  xv.  43,  Mt.  xxvii.  58.  Lk.  xxiii. 
:  it  emphasixe*  the  subject. 

3'  I 
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Mk. 
iv.  22  01'  yip  (cTiP 
fmarg.  ins.  ti]  Kpinrrby 
iiuf  ix^  Xva,  ipavepuO^,  ovSi 
iyivfTO  iir6Kpv<f>ot>  dXX' 
tva  fKO^  fit  tpai>tp6¥  >  (f) 


Mt. 
X.   26  m''Siv  ydp   imy 

KtKoKvtlfltvOV    8    OVK    ttTO- 

Ka.\iit>BiifffT<u  KoJ  Kpxnrrbv 
8  ov  YVMO-O^rrat 


iv,  23  ffTii  ^x"  ('v) 
iv.  30-32  KoX  (\ty(¥, 
Ilwt  6fi<mt>ffufif  "i^"  /Scurt- 
Xf/of  Tov  Qeod,  ij  iv  rlfi 
airiiv  irapa/9oX^  Ow/i€y;  Cn 
KiKKifi  <nv6.vtb)%,  81  irav 
<nraf^  iirl  t^s  yrp,  fUKpirre- 
pof  iv  irdvTuv  tQv  airtpfid- 
Tuv  Tuv  iirl  TTJt  yfji — xal 
drov  ffirapjj,  dvapalvei,  Kal 
ylverai  fuliov  trdvTwv  ruv 
\axdvuv,  Kal  woifi  KXdSoit 
fuydXovs,  Cxrre  hvvacdan 
xnrh  T^v  CKidv  avroO  tA 
werewi  tov  oipavoO  Kara- 
(TKTivotv  (t)  (also  vii) 

iv.  36  d<pivrft  Tbv  6-x\ov 
irapaKan^dvovffiv  avrbv  us 
^v  iv  T(fi  irXoltf)  Kal  dXXa 
irXota  ^v  fifT  aiirov  (t) 
(also  iii) 

iv.  38  Kal  iyelpoiviv 
aiVii'  Kal  Xiyovaiv  aiViJj 
(t)  (also  iii  and  iv) 

iv.  41  Kal  i<f>op-fi&Tfaav 
<ft6pov  fjiiyav,  Kal  fKeyov 
irp6s  dXXi^Xous,  ...  tea  i 
6  Avffjios  Kal  i)  OdXafftra 
airrifi  i5nra*roi^t  (f)  (also  iv, 
vi,  and  vii) 

V.  2-13  dv0p<i>iroi  iv 
irveifMTi  &KaOdpT<p  .  .  . 
Kal  xapeAcdXei  ainhv  .  .  . 
Kal  vapfKdXeaav  avrbv  .  .  . 


xi.  15  i  tx"'* 

xiii.  31,  32  AXXi^r  irapa- 
poXijv  xapidriKfv  avrott 
Xfywi'.  '0)M>{a  ioTlv  f; 
PaffiXela  tQv  oiipavwv 
K6KK<f)  aivd-reuf  iv  Xa^MV 
dv9p«*iros  fffxeipev  iv 
Tifi  dypi^  tkim^-  i  fUK- 
pbrrtpov  fUv  imv  irdvTuv 
TUV  awtppudTuv,  trrop  Si 
aJI^TjOfii  M^'fo"  ^<^  Xaxd- 
vuv  iffTlv  Kol  ylvervu 
S^vSpov,  uffTt  iXOeiv  tA 
■wfTeivd  TOV  ovpavov  Kal 
KaTaffKTjvoIv  iv  Tott  xXd- 
Soi«  (?)  a^oG 

viii.  23  .  .  .  j|ipdm 
avTif)  cls  wXotov,  -fiKoXoO- 
0r)(Tav    ai'Ti^   01    pa9T)Tal 

viii.  25  Kal  v(KKrA96v- 

rttf\yeipav  airrbv  Xiyovrts 

viii.  27  ol  8i  dvBputroi 
J6ai>|ia(rav  X^70vt«s,  .  .  . 
KoX  ai  ivtpLOi  Kal  i)  OdXaffffa 
aiT<fi  i/iraKo6own.v 


viii.  28-32  S60  Sax- 
fkoviXfi/ufvoi  .  .  .  ol  Si 
SaCffcovcs  TrapeKdXow  (?) 
aiWbv  .  .  .  ol  8i  i^eX66vTt^ 


Lk. 
viii.  17  01'  ydp  tariv 
Kpvirrbv  8  oi  <pavfpbv 
y(Vifl(T€Tai,  ovSi  airbKpvtfHtv 
8  ov  fii)  yv<i><rBfi  Kal  ds 
<f>av(pbv  fXOji 

Compare — 

xii.  2  ot'84v  5^  (TiryKeKa- 
Xvfifxivov  irriv  8  o4k  diro- 
KCiXv4>0^<rcra(  Kal  «tpiir- 
T^t>  8  oit  yvwo'OVjo'fTat 

xiv.  35  i  txuv 

xii.  18,  19  fXfytv  ovv, 
Tlvi  ofiola  (<ttIv  t)  /3a<r(Xeia 
TOV  Qtov,  Kal  tIvi  ofioiuffu 
airHfv  ;  &|u>Ca  icrrlv  kAkhcv 
aivd-Kfut  iv  Xap«bv  &v- 
Opwirot  (fiaXtv  ds  ktjvov 
^avToO,  Kal  ijC^o-fv  Kal 
iyivtTo  (Is  S^vSpov  Kal  Td 
xereivd  tov  oi'pavov  KaTt- 
ffK^vufftv  iv  rots  KXdSois 
(?)  a^ofi 


viii.  22  .  .  .  a&rbt 
ivi^i]  cls  irXotoc  Kal  ol 
(laOrfral  a^oO 


viii.  24  irpoor«XOrfvTH 
Si    5i^7«t/)OV    aiWbi     \i- 

70VT« 

viii.  25  <f>oPr)OivTes  8i 
4dav(i.a(rav,  X/70VT€S  vpbs 
dXXT^Xovs,  .  .  .  Kal  ToU 
dvifjuois  iiriTdffati  koI  ti} 
Ciart  Kal  xnraKoioww 
airifi 

viii.  27-33  dv^p  Tti .  .  . 
exo>y  8at|t($via  ,  .  .  koI 
irapeKdXow  (?)  avrbv  .  .  . 
Kal     TraptKdXtaav     avTbv 


1  Mk  iv.  22  ^vtpov.  The  Double  Tradition  has  yvii><T&Ti<rtra.i.  Luke,  in  the  Triple  Tradition, 
has  conflated  the  two.  Corap.  Dan.  iii.  18  "  Be  it  known  (yr),"  LXX  ^v*p6v,  Theod.  yv*nTTiv. 
If  the  original  was  jn',  Mark  (like  LXX  in  Dan.)  was  less  literal  than  the  later  Evangelists. 
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Mk. 
Kal  i^€\$6fTa  t4  xvn'iftara 
rd  AKdOapra  (vi,  vii,  and 
see  footnote  on  Mk.  vi.  7) 

V.  14  Kol  (M  (i6ffK0tn-tt 
(vi) 

V.  14  ^\0oy  .  .  .  Kal 
(pxoyrcu  (iii  and  vii) 

V.  22  Kal  fpxerau  €U  rum 
apxiffvyayur/on'  .  .  .  ISwv 
aCrr6f  ...  (iii  and  4SB) 

V.  23  Bvy&Tpioif  (vii) 
V.   27     tXdowra    4»   T<i> 

fix^  •  •  •  li'/^o.TO  Tov  Ifia- 

Tiov  avToD  (t  and  i) 

V.  38  Kcd    tpxorrai   f«y 

rir  ctKOP  (iii  and  vii) ' 
V.  39  oix  ir40a¥tp  (ii) 
V.     41      Kparfyrai     t.'js 

X»p^  ToO  xaMov  (vii)* 
vi,   2    Ifp^aro  diSdaKfu> 

ToWoi  d/roi/oi^et  ^{eirXjJ<r- 
(Totrro  \4yoyTft  ' 


Mt 

viii.  33  oi  8i  p6ffKoyTtt 
<^X0er 


Lk. 
((<X06i'ra    8)    rd 


8ai|i^via 


e/t 


vui.    34 
{/■wivntiTiv 

ix.  18  ISov  Apx»v  [eh] 
Tpoffe\9u)y  (marg.  curcX- 
Owv  (?  —th  i\$un>),  om. 
wpo(rt\6u)y) 

ix.  18  ^irydrtjp 

ix.  20  (and  Lk.  viii.  44)  irp<Mr«X^oO(Ta 
ToO  Kpao-ir^v  rm)  Ifmrlov  airoO 


viii.    34    liditrts  Si    ol 

viii.  35  i^X^ov  .  .  .  Kal 
^\$ay 

viii.  41   Ka2  ISov  ^XSfK 

dl'TJp  .    .    .    dpX*»V   TTJS    ffUf- 


viii.  42  ^irydTTjp 


^yj/aro 


ix.  23  Kal  Mdv  6  'I.  viii.  51  i\9&v  8t  tls  ri[V 

elt  T^v  oikUxv  oIkUiv 

ix.  24  (and  Lk.  viiL  52)  01/  YoLp  iridavfi' 


ix.  25  iKp6.Tt]<r(v  r^ 
X«^J  avrfjs 

xiii.  54  .  .  .  ediSaffKev 
awTOws  ^J*  Tj  (n/»'a7ary^ 
a(>rcDi',  ware  iKir\-^<Tae<Tdai 
airroiif  Kol  X^7eti',  .  .  . 


vi.  4  Kal  fKtytr  (v)  (?  vi)  xiii.  57  6  8i  'I.  €lir«v 


vi.   6    Tdt    KiiffMt    Kt>K\(f) 


ix.  35  rds  irtfXfis  ird<rat 
Kal  rdt  Kuj/xai 

x.  I- 14  »:a2  ir/XKTAcoXe- 
(r&)i4V0S .  .  .  fSaKW  avroU 
(^ovalav  rvevfidTuy  axa- 
ddpruy,  Cxrre  ixftdWetP 
airrd  Kal  6cpa-ir(v<iv  (?) 
irturaf  vd<rov  fcaJ  (?)  ird<rai' 
/uiXax(av  .  .  .  aT^o-rfiXcv 
.  .  .  Kt)pw<r<reTe  X^7o»'Tft 
6ti  'H77i«:e»'  17  ^triXcCa 
Tun>  ovpayuiv  .  .  .  Sai|idvia 


(t) 

vL  7-13  Kal  TrpoffKoKel- 
Tot  .  .  .  Ijp^aro  avToin 
dfOffrOsXtiv  ,  .  .  Kal 
iSiiov  avroiit  4^ov<rlai>  tup 
rptv/tdTo/v  tQ)v  i.Ka06.(yruv 
.  .  iKxoptv6jx(poi  iKtWiv 
iKTipi^art  tA»»  x"*^^  -  •  • 
*ai  i^t\$6PTet  ^K^ipv^av  lya 
ftxTOPoStaiP,  Kol  iaindfia 
.  .  .  /(//SaXXof  .  .  .  Kal 
idepdwtvop.  (t)  (iii) (vii)* 

'  Mk.  V.  38.     Since  "house,"  rather  than 
til. in  ot«o«. 

*  M  k.  V.  4 1 .  The  repetition  of ' '  child  "  immediately  after  the  use  of  the  word  in  the  preceding 
ver*e  is  noc  n«cc«a«ry  for  clemniess,  and  the  noun  might  be  corrected  to  the  pronoun  as  an  im- 
provement of  style. 

,      '  Mk.  vi.  a.    The  styles  are  here  curiously  reversed.    Mk.  has  a  participle,  Mt.-lJc  «•*.     But 
considering  the  length  of  the  Lk.  extract  the  similarities  in  Mt.-IJc  are  very  slight. 

*  Mk.  vi  7.  As  in  Mk.  v.  3,  13,  Lk.  avoids  rvcvfia  mMitrnprop.  Mk.  avoids  ri««((MI).  the 
regular  Gk.  for  "  disease." 


viii.  54  Kpar-fyras  ttji 
X"p^s  air^is 

iv.  16-22  .  .  .  tit  r^v 
ffwayuyTjy  .  .  .  ijp^aro  Si 
X^7en'  rpbs  avrovs .  .  .  koI 
iripTts  ifuipTvpovp  .  .  .  Kal 
ida6fiaj;op  .  .  .  Kal  fKfyop 

iv.  23  Kal  flx€P  .  .  . 
ctircv  8i  ...  (?) 

xiii.  22  Kard  ir<$X(is  Kal 

Kiiftat 

ix.  1-6  (ri/vKaX((rd)MVOs 
di  ,  .  .  fSttK€V  aCiToU  Svva- 
fuv  Kal  i^ovfflav  irl  (?) 
irdvra  rd  Sai^via  Kal 
vd<rovs  0<pa-ir(v<iv.  Kal 
dW«rr«iX€v  avroia  Ktjpwr- 
trcu'  TTfv  PatriXfCai'  roi> 
OfoO  *coJ  laaOaL  .  .  .  ^{«p- 
X<$P'(vot .  .  .  rfjs  'irdX€«»« 
^Kc(vT|i .  .  .  TOV  Kovtopriv 
.    .    .   dwoni'd<r<rfr*  .    .    . 


^K^dWrrt .  .  .  ^(<pxd)uvoi 

'home,"  i.sjhere  intended,  ot«ui  is  more  suitable 
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vi.  Set fjii) ftd^Sov /xdvov, 
fi.^  Aprov,  /ii)  T-fjpav,  fx^  eli 
■Hiv  ^divriv  xaXxif,  (t)  (vii)  * 

vi.  14  i  PoffiXfin  'Up*!)- 
&»»(t) 

vi.  16  Ae7ei'  (v) 

vi.  31-34  Kal  Xfyet 
avToU,  AeOre  vfuU  avrol 
Kar  ISlav  eli  (fn)nov  rdirov 
Kal  ivaTavffaffde  dXlyov. 
^ai>  yip  ol  Ipxbutvoi  Ka.1 
oi  inrdyovTes  voWol  Kal 
ovSi  <f>ayeiv  emalpovv.  koI 
dTTJXOov  i»  Tifi  irXoltfi  tit 
eprifioi>  T&Kov  Kar'  ISiav. 
Kal  tTSau  ain-oin  virdyov- 
rat  Kal  iyvucav  iroWol, 
Kal  xefp  diri  iraaGtv  Tun> 
rrbXtuv  awiSpa/ioi>  iKfiKal 
irpo^XOov  avTOVi.  .  .  .  xal 
Ijp^aro  StddffKtty  airroOt 
iroWd   (t) 

vi.  35  Kol  1}Sti  &pai 
iroXX^j  ytvofJiivTft  (vi) 

vi.  36  dir6\vaov  airrooi, 
tva . . .  dyopdffwaiv  iavrdii 
rl  iftdyuaw  (i  and  vii)  "^ 

vi.  37  Kal  \iyov<nv  avr^ 
(or  vi.  38  Kal  yvbvrei 
\iyov<nv)  (t)  (vi) 

vi.  41  .  .  .  idlSov  Toti 
fMdrjTaU  ti/a  iraparidCiffiv 
aiiToTt,  Kal  roi)s  Svo  lxd6a% 
i/jApifffv  Traffiv  (i) 

vi.  43  KXdfffuiTa  SiodcKa 
KOiplvuv  irXripw/jMTa  (t) 


Mt. 

.  .   .  vifi  •tr6\tui  {kc(vt]S 
iKTwdiaTe  t6v  Koviopriv 

X.  9,  10  .  .  .  x/>i/<r6i» 
fiTjSi  ftpyvpov,  /M-nSi  x<*^- 
Kb¥  els  t4»  ftivos  iinwy, 
fiil  iH\pa»  .  .  .  jiT^SJ  j>d§iov 


Lk. 

Sn^pXOfTO  .  .  .   Kal   Otpa- 
xeijovTts  iravraxov 

ix.  3  .  .  .  |iV|T<  pd^vov 
fiifTf  ir^ipav  ixi}T€  Aprov 
fi'fire  iif>yvpMV,  .  .  . 


xiv.  1  (Lk.  ix.  7)  'H/xiJijt  6  T<TpcULpxT)s 


xiv.  2  iliTiv 

xiv.  13,  14  aKovaat  ii  6 
'I.  dvf\ipi\vt¥  iKtWfv  tv 
ir\olt()  tit  fpmffwv  rdxof 
Kar'  Idtof  Kol  dKOVffayrtt 
ol  <Sx^i  y|KoXovOT](rav 
a^Tcp  Tffp  dird  tQv  irdXtuv 
.  .  .  Kal  Ktpi.tnvcti>  tovs 
dppdfffTovt  airrQv 


xiv.  15  6\l/lat  84  7e»'o- 
fUvrit  .   .   . 

xiv.  15  .  .  .  dwdXvaov 
Tovj  ^xXovs,  tfa  .  .  . 
Ayopdauffw   iaxncSt   Pp<i- 

xiv.  17  01  8i  \iyovaiv 
avTip  .   .   .  OiK  ^xo/^f" 


xiv.  ig  .  .  .  fSuKtv  Toiit 
fia0rjTa2t  Toiit  Aprrovt,  ol  Si 
fuiOrjTal  TOit  8x^0^5 

xiv.  20  rh  ircpwro'cvov 
Tuv  KXac/xdrMV  SudtKa 
KO(plvovt  ir\rfiptit 


ix.  9  <lir<v 

ix.  10,  II  Kal  wapaXa- 
pHiv  avToitt  v-irf\uipr\<r(v 
Kar  Idlav  tit  iriXtv  koXoi'- 
fjJvyjif  B.  ol  Si  Xx^<>^ 
yv6vTtt  ■fjKoXoti0T]«rav 
airtp,  Kal  .  .  .  tovs  xp*'**" 
fxoyrat  9*pamlat  laro 


ix.  1 2  ^  84  i)fUpa  lip^aro 
KXlvtiy 

ix.  12  .  .  .,  iir6Xixrov 
rhv  ifx^*'*  ^f"'  •  '  •  Kara- 
X6(Tuaiy  Kal  ttipuaiv   in- 

ix.  13  ol  8i  eliroi',  Ovk 

tlfflv    .     .     .     tl     flifTl    .     .      . 

dyopdaw/xev    .     .    .     Ppci- 

ix.  16  iSlSov  Toti  naOri- 
Touj  TrapaOf'ivai  t<J5  ^X^^* 


ix.  17  rh  irtp^a-a-tva-av 
airroit  KXafffjuiruv  Kbipivoi 
SJiStKa 


1  Mk.  vi.  8.  The  precepts  about  "  saluting,"  "  shoes  "  (but  see  890  (ii)  («)  a),  "  the  labourer," 
etc.,  are  omitted  because,  though  Mt.  and  Lk.  both  have  them,  Lk.  does  not  place  them  here, 
but  in  the  Sending  of  the  Seventy.     They  form  part  of  the  Double  Tradition. 

2  Mk.  vi.  36  Tl  <f>ay<a<riv,  "  what  to  eat,"  corrected  into  "  food  "  here  by  Mt.,  later  on  by  Lk. 
ix.  13,  probably  independently.     The  correction  is  a  very  natural  one. 
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Mk. 
vi.  44  (om.  wfftl)  (vii) 
viii.  1 1  rtftitio¥  ix6  rov 
oOpai'ou  (vii) 

viii.  12  tI  ii  7ei'ed  aOri) 

*l     ioOiiatrai     tq     ytvtq, 
roiJiTJ  ffiifuioi'  (t) 


viii.  14  iTt\d$oyTo 
\aP(lv  Aprovt  .  .  .  Kai 
dteffrAXero  avrdis  \4yui> 
Opart,  pXixere  dird  .  .  . 
(t)  (and  i) 

viii.  28  Ihi  'ludyvTiy 
.   .   .,  Kcd  iXXot  .  .  .  (vi) 

viii.  29  droKpiOeU  6  II. 
\iyti  avTi^,  2!i)e76  Xpiardt  • 
(t)  (also  ii  and  v) 

viii.  31  ToXXd  iraddv 
^  aX  dxoioKinaadrjvai  virb  - 

viii.  31  litrd  rpeliJitUpai 
dvaarijycu.  (t) 

viii.  36  rl  ydp  w^Xct 
(mg.  tSxpfX^ei  rby)  dfOpot- 
woy  Kepdifffai  .  .  .  /cat 
(vi  and  vii) 

i.x.  2  .  .  .  tieTtfiop<t>u}dj) 
ffi-wpoffdev  ainStv  (t) 


ix.  4  xat  dxpOi)  airroii  'H. 
aiv  M.,  Kcd  fjccw  <Tvv\a- 
XoOi'ret  (466,  vii) 

ix.  5  X^-y<i  (v) 

ix.  6  ov  yip  ^5ti  rl 
droKpiffi  (t) 

ix.  6  Utpo^  ydp  iyi- 
voirro  '  (vii) 


Mt. 

xiv.  21  MO-tt' 

xvL  t  trrinttoy  Ik  roD 
ovpayoO 

xvi.  4  ytvfd  irovTjpd  Kdl 
fioiXaXii  ffrffitiov  iwi^Tfrel, 
Kal  (Tijfifiov  ow  SoB^fffTai 
avrg  cl  )if|  t&  (n)|i<iOV 
'Iwvd  (Mt.    xii.   39  adds 

ToO  ICpOiprqTOv) 

xvi.  5,  6  AflivTts  ol 
|ia6T)Tal  .  .  .  ixfXdBovTo 
dpToxn  Xa/Setv  .  .  .  elirei' 
avToh  'Opart  Kal  irpoo"- 
ix*r*  dx6  .  .  . 

xvi.  14  o(  /u^f  'IcimIi'I't;!' 
.   .   .,  AXXot  Si 

xvi.  16  dxoHpifffli  Sk  2. 
n.  ctiTfv,  Zii)  el  6  Xpiardf, 
6  vibs  TOW  0COV  rov  i^uyros 

xvi.  21  iroXXA  xadtlv 
dir6  .  .  . 


Lk. 
ix.  14  ita-^ 
xi.  l6(n;/i«rovl(  ovpofoO 

xi.  29  .  .  .  ^  yewA  aPnj 
7*»'ei       irovv)pd       ^ffrtv  • 

oi  SoOrifffrai  air^  cl  |i^ 
rb  <rT]|Miov  'Iwvd 

xii.  1  .  .  .  ijp^aro 
\iyeiy  xpos  roi>i  (UiOTfrds 
avrov  xpurrov,  IIp<Kr^«T« 
faiTOJi  diri  .   .   . 

ix.  19  'l(i>dyyriy  .  .  ., 
dXXot  Si  .   .   . 

ix.  20  II.  Si  dxoKpidels 
tliTtv,  Tbv  Xpiffrbv  toO 
0COV 

ix.  22  iroXXtt  jToOeo'  (ca2 
dn'odoKC/tao'd^i'at  &ir^  .  .  . 


xvi.  21  (Lk.  ix  22)  TQ  T/)fTX|  ^ju^p9 ^Ycpftfjvai 


xvi.  26  rt  7dp  ci^tXij- 
d-fyrcrai  dv0ponro%  (dv  .  .  . 
KepS-fiaij,  ri]v  Si  .   .   . 

xvii.  2  .  .  .  ixertfwp- 
(pwOrf  (ixxpoaBtv  avrCiv, 
Kal  (\afi\f/ey  rh  irp<$<ra>irov 
airoU  us  6  i^Xtoi  .   .  . 

xvii.  3  Kol  ISov  C!)<t>dr) 
avrdii  M.  Kal  'H.  ffvvXa- 
XoOyrts  tier'  a'&TOi> 

xvii.  4  «lircv 

xvii.  5  (ri  ainov  XoXoOi'- 

T0», 

xvii.  6  Kal  i<l>o{H\<iy\va.v 
a^Mpa 


ix.  25  rl  ydp  w^Xtlrai 
(mg.  ihipfXei)  ovdpvmK 
Kfpdijffai . .  .  iavrby  Si .  .  . 

ix.  29  iyivero  iy  rtp 
irpoa(vxf(f6ai.  avrbv  rb 
elbos  rov  irpo^rwirov  avrov 
Irtpov 

ix.  30  Kol  ISov  aySptt 
dvo  avyfXdXovy  aitr<^- 
eXriyet  ^aay  M.  Kal  'H. 
.    .   .   ol  ixpdivrtt  .   .   . 

ix.  33  €lir€V 

ix.  34  TaCTo  5^  oiroO 
Xiyoyroi 

ix. 34  (<f>o(H\9y\a-av  Si  . .. 


'  Mk.  vi.  44.  Mt.  xiv.  21,  Lk.  ix.  14  Mr<t  is  a  correction  for  style  :  the  writers  do  not  bind 
tliemselve«  to  the  exact  number  of  "  five  thousand." 

>  Mk.  viiL  31.  Comp.  t  K.  ix.  ao  (A)  v«<d=a  Chr.  viii.  8  aw*,  Lev.  xxvi.  43  Aw'  (B  •  »>  F  iw') 
avTMf. 

>  Mk.  ix.  6.  'Es^o0<K  occun  in  N.T.  only  here,  and  Hebr.  xii.  21  "  Moses  said,  /  txcetti- 
iHgly  /tar  and  quak*"  in^apo^  «tfii  xat  SrrpoiLot,  where  the  writer  is  referring  to  the  words  of 
.Moses  in  Deut.  ix.  19  "  /  urns  i^raid  ^(*n"U'),  iK^fi6%  cim'."  where  the  object  is  "the  anger 
and  hot  displeasure"  of  the  Lord.     As  ix^of^  occurs  here  nione  in  Hch.  I.XX  (.-(nd  only  once  in 
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Mk. 
ix.  7  4f)<jjt>i)  .  ,   .   OBrot 
(vii)' 

ix.      17    .     .     .     dT(Kpl$T) 

.  .  .  AidiffKoXe  (vii) ' 
ix.  18  oCiK  fyxu<ra»'  - 
ix.    ig  6  Si  dxoKpidtis 

dviffTOt,  ,  .  .  <p4p(T€  airrii' 
irp6i  nt.  (t)  (v) 

ix.  27  ii>iffTtf(om.  0  raU) 
(i) 

ix.  29  .  .  .  ' 

ix.  30  KaKttdfP  ^^f\- 
06vT(i  (vi) 

ix.  31  fKtytv  (v) 

ix.  31  vapaMorai  (f) 

ix.  35  tl  Tit  tf  A«  irp<i- 
rot  (hou,  IffTai  jrivruv 
IffxcLTos  Kal  xi.vTu>v  iii- 
KOPOt  (t)  (see  429  for 
fuller  context) 


Mt. 

xvii.  S  <pwv^  .  .  .  \i- 
"yovo-o,  OJrros 

xvii.  14,  15  irpoffyjXdfv 
.  .  .  yovvrfTuv  Kal  Xfywv, 
Kijpi€  .  .  .  8ti 

xvii.  1 6  oi'«f  ^8wvVj$i]<rav 
ai>r6*>  Ofpawfvffon 

xvii.  17  diroKpi0€U  Si  6 
'I.  «lir€V,  *12  yti>€iL  iiri<rT0t 
Kal  Sif<rTpa|i|i^VT]  .  .  . 
tpiperi  fjLOi  ai/rdf  w8t 

xvii.    18   iOtpand'iOr)   h 

.xvii.  20  .  .  . 

xvii.  22  atnrrp€<pofiiyu» 
Sk  avrCtv 

xvii.  22  ilir<v 

xvii.  22  |iiXX«i  .  .  . 
irapad/5o(r6ai 

xxiii.  \i  i  Si  ^tCluv 
vfiwf  forat  v^l.C)v  SidKovoi 


Lk. 

ix.  35  ^wvi)  .  .  .  Xt- 
Yovo-a,  OOtoi 

ix.  38  ipiriatv  \bfoiv, 
AiSdaKoXt,  .  .  .  8ti 

ix.  40  «ral  oi)k  f|8wf|dT)- 
crav 

i\.  41  diroKpt^fU  Si  6 
'lr\a:  clircv,  '0  7f>'f  A  dirnr- 
rot  Kal  Sii<rTpa|i|Uvt), .  .  . 
irpoffdyayt  &6t  rbv  vlbvaot' 

ix.  42  Idcaro  t^v  iraiSa 

xvii.  6  .  .   . 

ix.  43  irdvTiav  Si   Cai- 

ix.  43  itircv 

ix.  44  (JiAXd  irapari- 
SovBtxi 

xxii.  26  ...  6  [Ltiluv 
iv  it^iv  yiviaBu  ut  6 
vturrtpoi,  KoX  0  rfyovixivos 
wt  6  SiaKOvuiv 


non-Heb.,  1  Mace.  xiii.  ?),  it  may  be  taken  as  ulinusi  certain  that  Mk.,  in  using  this  svoril,  is 
drawing  a  parallel  (probably  drawn  by  the  author  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel)  between  the  disciples 
on  "the  Holy  Mount"  and  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai.  But  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  (xiL  18-^4) 
deprecates  such  a  parallel.  y\nd  the  verb  cx^/Sriy  In  almost  always  used  in  LXX  (as  on  the 
single  occasion  (3  Cor.  x.  9)  where  it  is  used  in  N.T.)  of  "scaring"  or  "frightening  away." 
Hence  it  is  a  bad  word  to  dcscril>e  holy  or  reverential  fear :  and  hence  in  Hebr.  xii.  33  some 
authorities  (Alford  gives,  among  others,  Chr-mss'''  and  Tbdrt.),  and  one  or  two  inferior  authorities 
here,  liave  tfi^o^ot  or  ^^ot  txpanjcrcv  avroUt  (Sweic  here  gives  "  c«c^.  (vel  <u^.)"  as  a  v.r.  of 
several  MSS.X  The  difTerence  of  phrase  and  order  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  shows  that,  in  this  case,  they 
were  not  following  the  same  Corrector  of  Mk.  but  obeying  a  general  tendency.  The  verb  traiisl. 
in  Deut.  ix.  19  <«<^|3at,  ==  in  Jer.  xxii.  35  tvKafitlo^uA.,  Jcr.  xxxix.  17  ^ofitXo^ai,  also  itituv{\), 
(TtUiv  (i),  and  iitv>>.aPti<T$at  (i). 

This  early  dislike  of  txi^o/Sof  may  have  caused  here  not  only  an  alteration  of  the  7vprt/  itself, 
but  also  of  the  connection.  Mk.  represents  the  fear  as  consequent  on  the  apparition  of  Moses  and 
Elias,  Mt.  as  following  the  voice  from  heaven,  Lk.  says  expressly,  "  they  feared  wheH  tfu-y 
entered  into  tlu  cloud." 

'  Mk.  ix.  7  and  ix.  17.  Aryovva,  or  Atytac,  softens  abruptness,  but  in  Mt.  xviL  14  the  con- 
struction is  changed  so  that  \ifav  becomes  necessary.  Comp.  Mk.  i.  it  ^n)  .  .  .,  Sir  «I .  .  .,  Mr. 
iii.  17  <f>wi^  .  .  .  Xiyavaa.,  0(t(K  •  ■  .,  Lk.  iii.  33  ^uavt^v  .  .  .  ytvta^t.,  ^v  tl  .  .  . 

The  agreement  of  on  in  Mt.  xvii.  15,  Lk.  ix.  38  is  probably  a  coincidence,  the  context  bcinjj; 
differunt.     The  former  has  "  Because  he  is  lunatic  "  ;  the  latter  "Because  he  is  my  only  son." 

2  Mk.  ix.  18:  comp.  Ezr.  x.  13  "we  are  not  able  (n3  J'KX"  ovx  iariv  Svvaii.it  =  i  Esdr.  ix. 
It  ovK  'i.(rx^<roiJitv. 

3  Mk.  ix.  39.  The  parallel  Mt.  xvii.  3o,  in  answer  to  the  question  "Why  could  not  we  cast 
him  out?"  gives  an  answer  (entirely  different  from  Mk.'s)  mentioning  "faith  as  a  grain  of 
mustard-seed  "  and  a  "  mountain."  Lk.  does  not  give  the  question  about  "  casting  out"  :  but,  in 
a  different  part  of  the  Gospel,  Lk.  xvii.  6  mentions  "faith  as  a  grain  of  mustard-seed  "  in  con- 
nection with  a  "sycamine  tree"  and  "forgiving."    This  is  not  an  "agreement  against  Mk." 
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Mk. 

ix.  50  d»'oXo»'7/i'*rro«  (t) 

X.  I  Kal  iKtiSev  dvaffrdt 

fpXifai   tit   rd    ipia    r^i 

'\ovSalas    koI    xipaf    roO 

lopSduov  (t) 

X.  1 1,  12  6i  ty  iToMffTj 
.  .  .  fioixciTai  .  .  .  Kal 
ia.¥  tLiiT^  droXiVoira  .  .  . 
"^aft-ifirQ  6Wo¥,  /MMxar<u ' 

X.  14  d^rre  rd  iratS/a 
fpxt<f9cu  xpdt  fit,  HT] 
KuKufTf  aiVd  (ii) 

X.  21  iv  oCpoftfi  (viii) 

X.  22  rrvyvioai  irl  ry 

\iyv  (t) 

X.  23  Kai  xfptpXerpdfu- 
fos  6  'I.  X^«  (v  and  vi) 

X.  25  did  TpvfxaXiai 
fia<pl8o%  SifXOeiy  fj  itXoiktiov 
.    .   .   tiffeXdfiv  (t) 


X,     26     ol    ii    TtpiffffUJS 

(^(xXi/iaaofTo  (t) 

X.  27  i/i^Xi^ai  airroU 
6  'I.  X^7ei,  (ii  and  v) 

X.  28  Ijp^aro  XJyeiy  ,  .  . 
VKoXovd^Ka/xev  (v  and  vii) 

X.  zgltprii'l,  (ii  and  !)'- 

X.  30  ixaToirravXaffiwa 
(t) 

X,  32  ^p^aro .  .  .  Xiytiv 
rd  fUWmrra  (v) 

X.  34  ^irrd  Tp««  rifUpai 
dva<rTT)<rrrat  (sec  Mk.  viii. 
31) 

X.  42  Kai  .  .  .  6  'I. 
Xiyti  (v  and  vi)^ 


Ml. 

V.  13  luopavOii 

xix.  I  Kol  iyivrro  5t€ 
iriXtatv  .  .  .  utTTJpfy 
dirb  r^T  FoXiXatas  koI 
^Xdfv  (It  rd  6pia  rijs  'lov- 
Salat  tripav  rov  'lopidvov 

xix.  9  ii  iv  diroXvari 
.    .    .   /[xotxdrai 

V.  32  iros  &  droXi/wv 
.  .  .  fioixtvOrjyai.  .  .  . 
iiroXfkvfjiivr\v 

xix.  14  d^rre  rd  iratS^ 
Kal  firi  KuXOtre  airrd. 
iXOfiv  irp6s  fj.€ 

xix.  21  (f  oi'pacots 

xix.  22  aKovo-as  .  .  . 
rbv  \6yov  [roDroy] 

xix.  23  6  Si  '1.  flirtv  . .  . 

xix.  24  iti,  rp^ixaros 
patplioi  tl<reX0fiy  ^  ttXoi)- 
ffioy  .  .  .  (marg.  5td  rpi;- 
JTiJ^TOj  patplSos  JtcX&eu'  ^ 
TrXoi^ffioi'  e/(reXtfe(i') 

xix.  25  dKov<ravT(s  Si  oi 
fiaffriral  (^(irXr)<Taovro .  . . 

xix.  26  i^pXi\f/at  84  6 
1.  (Iir«v  avToh 

xix.  27  (Lk.  xviii.  28)  «Iir«v  .   .  .  ^«coXoi/^i^a|Mv 

xix.  28  6  8i  'I.  cIiTfv  xviii.    29    d    Si    dircv 

airols  airoif 

xix.  29  (Lk.  xviii.  30)  iroXXair Xatr/ofa 


Lk. 

xiv.  34  iwopavBxi 

xvii.  II  Kal  hfivtro  iv 
T((j  iroptvtadai  .  .  .  3»i)p- 
XtTo  8»d  ixiffoy  ^fiaplas 
Kal  FoXiXa^s 

xvi.  18  irat  i  iiroXuttv 
.  .  .  Motx«^«'  .  .  .  diro- 
Xtk}'/xivr\v 


xviii.  16  i4>€Tf  rd  raiiia 
fpX«rOai  irp6s  fit  Kal  (jltj 
KuX6fTf  aiVd 

xviii.  22  iy  [rois]  ovpa- 
cots 

xviii.  23  dKov<ras  Ttttrra 

xviii.  24  iiwy  Si  avriv 
[6]  'I.  clircv  .   .   . 

xviii.  25  .  .  .  Slit,  TfWj- 
(laros  pfXivrjt  tla-t\0eiw 
■fj  vXoijffioy  .  .  .  tiaeXdfiy 


xviii.    26    elTraj'    3i    o{ 
dKov<ravT(s 

xviii.  27  6  Si  clir<v, 


XX.  17  tlvfv 

XX,  19  T^  Tp(iT]  i7M^p9 
iytpff-^rrat    (marg.    dva- 

XX.   2S  6  Si  'I.   .  .  . 
<Iircv 


xviii.  31  ftircv 

xviii.   33  t5   Vfi^p<t  r^ 
TptTQ  ayaa-rfic(Tai 

xxii.  25  6  Si  (Itrtv  .  .  . 


'  1  Mk.  X.  II,  13.  As  compared  with  Mt.  v.  33,  the  difTerence  between  Mk.  and  Mt.-Lk. 
Iiclongt  to  class  iy :  but  Mt.  v.  3a  is  part  of  the  Double  Tradition.  Mk.  x.  la  altogether  differs 
from  anything  in  Mt.-Lk.  If  we  read  Mk.  thus: — icat  *ay  a\ni)  avoAv(r«<ra  roy  at4p«  «vrft 
yafirfirti  oAAot  (for  aAAo)  ^otxarat,  the  active  yofitiv  will  then  be  rightly  used  ("take  to  wife") 
iind  Mk.  will  agree  with  Mt.-Lk.  With  regard  to  Mt.-Lk.  mc,  see  above,  note  on  Mk.  iii.  lo. 
*  Mk.  X.  39.    Comp,  also  Mk.  xiL  34,  where  Mt.-Lk.  tlinyiik.  i^. 
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Mk. 

X.  47  iaTiv  (t) 

X.  SI  "Po/3/3owei  (vii) 

xi.  I  ire  eyyil^ovaiv  (iii) 

xi.  I  dTo<rrAX«  (iii) 
xi.  2  KoX  \iyti  (iv) 
xi.    2  XiVore  a^if  Kai 
^prre  (t)  (and  iv) 
xi.  3  eriroTc  (vii)  * 

xi.  6  KaOun  tlirtv  (?  i, 
but  context  diflferent) 

xi.  7  <p4pov<rw  (+)  (and 
iii) 

xi.  7,  8  iiri^dWoinrit' 
airrt^  rh  Ifidria  avrwv,  Ka.1 
(KdOifftv  ix'  <wt6v.  Kal 
ToWol  t4  Ifidria  ot>rwc 
larpuaav  e«  t^v  bbbv  (vi 
and  vii) 

xi.  9  KoX  (vi) 

xi.  9  iKpa^ov  - 

xi.  i8  Kol  (vi) 

xi.  19  «caJ  Jraf  d^^  ^7^- 
i»eTo,  i^fToptiovro  (inarg. 
i^tiroptitro)  (^u»  t^  ir6- 
Xewi  (t) 


xi.  22  'ExfTt  Tioriv 
GeoO  (t) 

xi.  28  fXfYoi'  (iv  or  v) 

xi.  2g  6  5i  .  .  .  elirev 
.  .  .  'Eir«/)«<rr7)<rw  vfias  Iva 
Xiyo",  Kal  aTroKpLdtfTi  fioi 
(t) 

xi.  31  Kal  (vi) 

xi.  32  dXXA  etirwfifv  .  .  . 
(t)  (vu) 

xii.  I  ifp^aro  avroti  iv 
irapapoKah  XaXeti'  (vii)' 


Mt. 
x.\.  30  iropdYft 
XX.  33  Kvpw 
xxi.  I  6Tf  f\yyia-av  .  .  . 

xxi.  I  dxiffTfikfv  .  .  . 

xxi.  2  X^7«v  .  .  . 

xxi.  2  Xi5<ravT«s  iLy&yeri 

flOl 

xxi.  3  4p<iTc  ir^ 

xxi.  6  Kadil)^  aw^raify 
avTotc 

xxi.  7  <J7aYOv 

xxi.  7,  8  ixidriKap  fir' 
ai>ru)»>  rd  IfiAna,  Kal  iirt- 
xdOiffty  irdfu  airrCiv.  6 
8)  irXetffTOt  6xXoj/(rr/)w<ro»' 
ia,vTu)i>   t4    (/idria  4v  tq 

xxi.  9  8i 

xxi.  9  iKpafof  X^ovTcs 

xxi.  1 5  8) 

xxi.  17  Kal  «raraX(T(i>v 
avToin  f'f^Xtfev  /fw  t^i 
v&Xfut  (It  Bri$aviai',  Kal 


xxi.  21  'EAv  <'x'?'"< 
wtmv 

xxi.  23  .  .  .  X^70VT«s 

xxi.   24   diroKpi6<ls   £^ 

.  .  .  etiTfv  .  .  .  ipurrfffu 
ir^di  K&Y<2  Xt^yoK  ?»'a,  6v 
idu  Amyri  fjioi, 

xxi.  25  ol  Si 

xxi.  26  .  .  .  ^ci,v  Si 
etwufiev 

xxi.  33  dXXijj'  n-apo- 
/SoX^iv  d/coi'iraTe 


Lk. 

xviii.  37  irap^px*Tot 

xviii.  41  KipiA 

xix.  29  i'fivero  uii  1\)- 
yiveif  .   .   . 

xix.  29  dwiariiKti'  .  .  . 

xix.  30  X^7«v,  .  .  . 

xix.  30  Kal  Xi)<ravT($ 
avrbv  &'yd-y«r< 

xix.    31     .     .     .     ofTwi 

JpflT<  Stc   .    .     . 

xix.     32     Kadwt    elmv 
xix.  35  ^hfa^ov 

xix.  35,  36  iiripl}f/a¥Ttt 
ainuiv  rd  Ifidna  ktr\  rbv 
irC)\o¥  kiTA^l^aav  roy 
'I.  woptvofi^voii  Si  avroi'i 
virtaTpuvyvof  rd  l^ldr^a 
iaiTwi'  hf  TO  6i^ 

xix.  37  Si 

xix.  37,  38  lip^avTo  .  .  . 
atVeti' .  .  .  Xi^ovTfs 

xix.  47  Si 

xxi.  37  (in  different 
context)  Ijv  Si  rds  iifUpat 
i¥  T<f  Upifi  diSdiTKuy,  rdt 
Si  Ki'ifToi  i^tpx^fievoi 
T|iXC{€To  eii  t6  Spot  rb 
KaXoOfievov  'EXaiwv 

xvii.  6  El  ^x*''"'  T/irTic 

XX.  2  elv-ov  X^ovTCt 
XX.  3  diroKpi6fls  Si  tlxey 
.   .   .  ipuT-^ffit)  ii/xat  K&'Y" 
\6yoi>,  Kal  ctiraT^  fioi 


XX. 

5  ol  Si  .  . 

XX. 

6  .  .  .  cdv  Si  efirw- 

fiey 

XX. 

9   -fipiaTo 

Si     Tpbt 

rbv  \abv  Xiytiv  ; 

ri]v  wapa- 

)8oXf|v 

'  Ta6T7]V 

1  Mk.  xi.  3.  Mt.-Lk.  prefer  the  future  (to  the  imperative),  perhaps  as  being  less  abrupt,  and 
more  suitable  here,  following  a  conditional  clause.  2  Mk.  xi.  9.     See  note  on  Mk.  xiii.  3. 

3  Mk.  xii.  I.  "  In  parables  "  suggests  that  Jesus  was  on  the  point  of  uttering  more  parables 
than  one,  and  is  therefore  corrected  by  Mt.-Lk.  to  the  singular. 
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Mk. 

xii.  2,  3  .  .  .  Ti'a  rapA 
Twv  ytupyCiv  \6.(ir)  curb 
TWf  KapTuiv  rod  d^TeXw- 
vof  Kal  \ap6yTti  aiirbv  (i) 

xii.  6  (omits)  (ii) 

xii.  7  iKftvoi  Si  ol 
yeupyol  xpin  iainroi't  tlTav 
(t) 

xii.  9  rl  Toiiiatt  .  ■  .  ; 
iXfCvrrai  (t)  (ii) 


xii.  It,  12  (omits) 


xii.  12  (simply  3rd  pcrs. 
pi.  "they")(i) 

xii.  15  ^pere  (vii)  (see 
449) 

xiL  17  ttwtv  (i) 

xiL  18  (pxofTai  .  .  ., 
o'TiMts  \iyowruf  .  .  .,  xal 
injfMTuy  (iii,  iv) 

xii.  19  .  .  .  Kol  Kara- 
Xiirjj  YwaJKa  Kal  /irj  d^ 
riKPOf  (iv) 

xii.  22  faxiTov  xdi'Tw*' 
KoJ^  (vii) 

xii.  23  ^i*  T^  ayaoTdffet, 
rbtoi  a&rQ¥  iarai  yvv^ ; 
(ii) 

xii.  24  f<p7i  (?  vii)  * 

xii.  28  eZt  Tuiv  ypaft- 
fiariunf  .  .  .  imipilxniatv 
avrbf,  \\<Aa  iarlv  ivroK'n 
wptSmi  iri9TU¥  ;  (t) 


xii.  29  drexpitfi}  (ii)  * 


Mt. 

xxi-  34.  35  •  •■  J^a/S"" 
roi>»  Kaproi''!  aiJroO,  *ca2 
\a^6f rrt  01  'Yf upYol  .  .  . 

xxi.  37  8) 

xxi.  38  0!  ^  ffupr^ol 
ISiivTCS  rbv  vlby  el-nov  iv 
iavToU, 

xxi.  40  Sto*'  oiv  ?\^j; 
.  .  .,  tI  irotTJffft  Toij  7«wp- 
701$  ^Kc/vois  ;  X^offfi;' 
aiJr^)  .   .    . 

xxi.  44  [Kal  h  ir«rMV 
irr\  rhv  \l9ov  .  .  .  W.  H. 
bracket.  *] 

xxi.  45  ol  &PXWPCIS  Kal 
oi  ^apuraioi 

XX  ii.  19  4iriBf{fyiTt 

xxii.  21  .  .  ,  X^Yet 
avTois 

xxii.  23  .  .  .  vpo<Ti\\Oo» 
.  .  .  X^70VTfs  .  .  .,  Kal 
^irij/xin]<rov 

xxii.  24  fii)  i\t»v  TiKva 


xxiL  27  fcrrcpov  Si  iri.v- 

TUV 

xxii.  28  iy  rp  dvaordo'et 
oiv,  rlvoi  .  .  .  ; 

xxii.  29  (I-ircv 

xxii.  35,  36  iin)po)Ti)(i€V 
tli  i^  aiiTwv  vofiiKi>s  vcipd- 
(mv  axirbv,  AkSdo-KoXc, 
TTofa  A'ToXi)  /trydXij  iv  rep 

xxii.  37  6  Si  iip^ 


Lie 

XX.  10  l¥a  iwb  Tov  Kap- 
ToO  TOV  d^irtXwi'Of  Sw<rot/- 
trti'  ai^r^).    ol  Si  ytmpr^oL 

XX.  13  8i 

XX.  14  )l8(SvT«t  3^  ovrii' 
oi  yeupyol  SitXoyli^omo 
irpbi  dXXi)Xoui  \iyovT(% 

XX.  15,  16  ...  W  otv 
rrof^ffei  oirrots .  .  .;  'EX«/- 
(TfTot  .  .  .  dKoi/(ravTei  Si 
(Ivav  .  .   . 

XX.  18  trai  b  ttco-wv 
etc. 

XX.    19    o2    ypapLfULTtU 
Kal  01  apx^cpciS 
XX.  24  Sc^arc 

XX.  25  .  .  .  «rirfi'  irp6j 
avToi/s 

XX.  27  irpo<rtX06i'T«j  5^ 

.  .   .   ol  X^70VT€S  .  .    .,  ^TJJ- 

pwTTjo-av 

XX.  28  .  .  .  t\t»v  yv- 
vaiKa,  Kol  oiroi  dreKvos 
V,  ■  •  • 

XX.  32  KoTcpov  Kal ,  .  . 

x"'  33  V  yvyi)  oiiv  ^v 
T^  dya<rrdffet,  rlvot  .  .  .  ; 

XX.  34  ftircv 

X.  25,  26  /do(>  vofiucds 
Tli  dviarri  iKmip6i^uf 
airrbv,  \iyuv,  AtSdoicoXc, 
tI  xoi-fyTai  .  .  .  K\7fpoyo- 
H.-fyxw ;  6  Si  elwtp  wpbt 
a{rr6y,"Eiv  np  V4$|if  rf . .  .; 

X.  27  d  Si  dTorpttfeit 
erref 


>  .Mk.  xii.  II.     The  words  in  Mt.  arc  omitted  by  SS. 

3  Mk.  xii.  n  utes  S^xano  as  a  preposition,  a  use  not  recognized  io  L.  &  S.  but  found  iii 
Deut.  xxxL  aj,  19.  That  the  scribes  disliked  it  is  shewn  by  the  largely-supported  irx'^''^  (comp. 
a  Mace.  vii.  41  ««x**^  **  rif  viwi>  i  m<?t^P  «T€A»vT»j<rf).  Mt.-LIc  adopt  the  more  legitimate 
vmpoy. 

*  Mk.  xii.  34.    Comp.  MIc  x.  39. 

*  Mk.  xii.  39.     In  Mk.  and  Mt.  the  answer  is(inade  by  Jesus,  in  Lk.  by  the  lawyer. 
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xii.  30  i^  SXris  Trjs  xap- 
Bias  {i^  rep.  4  times)  (?  vii) 

xii.  35  Kal  diroKfuffeU  6 
'I.  fXeyty  StSduTK(in>  iv  n^ 
lepQ  (i  and  vi) 

xii.  36,  37  airrhs  A. 
tlirev  .  .  .  \&Yti  .  .  .,  Kal 
T6$n>  .  .  . ;  (ii  and  vii)  * 

xii.  38  ica2  ^y  r^  SiSaxv 
a&roO  fKeytv  (t) 

xii.  38  0(\6yTuv  .  .  . 
xepiTaTeiy  xal  dairaafto6t 
(+) 

xiii.  2  8t  06  fj.il  Kara- 
\v$i  (?  vii) 

xiii.  3  Kal  Ka$rifUt>ov 
avToO  .  .  .  iinipitrra  airrbp 
(vi)(?ii)« 

xiii.  S  (fif^aTo)  \h/ti»  (v) 

xiiL  6  ToXXoi  iXfuaov- 
Tcu  (ii) 

xiii.  7  itl  ytfiaOai  (ii) 

xiii.  8  taovToi  anafiol 
Karik  rbxoxn,  iaovrat.  Xt/io^ 
(ii) 

xiii.  9  KttX  M  ijfytfjApuv 
Kal  poffiMup  ffToB-fiatffdt 
(?vui)» 

xiii.  H  .  .  .  4XX'  b 
Olv  ioBi  {iiuv  .  .  .   (viii)  * 

xiii.  12  Kal  vapaSwffei 
(vi) 

xiii.  16  6  els  rbv  iyp6y 
(vii) 

xiii.  18  iffovToi  yip  al 
V/Jiipai  iKeiyai  0\i\f'is  (vii) 


Mt. 
xxii.  37  iy,  rep.  3  times 

xxii,  41  ffvtnryfUyuv  Si 
TUP  ♦.  iirtipwTTiaep  avrovs 
6 'I. 

xxii.  43-4S  «oXf(  .  .  . 
\hfup  .  .  .  fl  oiv  A.  KoXft 
.  .  . ,  ir&i  .  .  .  ; 

xxiii.  I  rdrt  6  'I.  <Xd- 
\Tffftv  Tott  6xXoif  Kai  TOt$ 
|Mi9T|Tats  aiVoO  X^yuv 

xxiii.  6  .  .  .  ^iXou<r(  Si 
TTip  irpuTOKXialaif  .  .  .  Kal 
rods  ioToafioh 

xxiv.  2  ,  .  .it  ov  Kara- 

xxiv.  3  KaOytfxivov  8i 
oirroO  .  .  .  irpocri\do¥  .  .  . 
Xfyovrn 

xxiv.  4  <tir«v 

xxiv.  5  ToXXoi  ydp  iXtd- 
awrai. 

xxiv.  6  Jet  ^fdp  yiviadoi 

xxiv.  7  Kai  fffOPToi 
\ifiol  Kal  auaftol  Karh, 
rirovt 

X.  iS  Kal  4irl  iiyffj.6ya% 
Si  Kal  /ScurtXris  ii.x9fi<r((r0e 

X.     19    Sod^fftrat    yiip 

i>flU> 

X.  21  irapaSiIxTd  hi 

xxiv.  iS  6  h  rif  iyp^ 

xxiv.  21  fcrai,  ydp  rbre 
e\i\l/is 


Lk. 

X.  27  i(,  once,  if  rt'i  . 
3  times 

NX.  41  fiiTfv  8)  rpbs 
avTovs, 

XX.  42-44  Xfy«  .  .  . 
A.  ovv  .  .  .  KoXct,  Kai 
ir»s  .  .  .  ; 

XX.  45  dKoi'OPToi  Si 
xavrbt  roC  \aov  elirf v  rot% 
|ta9i]Talt, 

XX.  46,  47  .  .  .  df\6v- 
TUP  TtpiiraTtip  .  .  .  Kal 
^CkovPTUP  iffiraofioi'i 

xxi.  6  ...  is  oi  Kara- 
Xv^T^rrat 

xxi.  7  itrtipuTTfaap  8i 
aiVrdi'  X<YOVT»s 

xxi.  8  ctirtv 

xxi.  8  iroXXoJ  y^piXti'- 

ffOPTOl 

xxi.  9  J<(  ^dp  raOra 
ytpiffffai 

xxi.  II  atiCfiolT(  fityd- 
Xot  Kal  Kard  T67roit  Xoifiol 
Kal  Xifiol  (ffoPTai 

xxi.  12  .  .  .  dTa7o- 
fjjpovs  hrl  t^aaiXAt  Kal 
ijytfiipat 

xxi.  15  /7U  ^dp  Siiffu 
iifup  .  .  . 

xxi.   16  irapaSo$^(ade 

u .  .  . 

xvii.  31  i  Jv  d7/>^ 


XXI.  23 
d»'d7»r»; 


.  tarai  yip 


1  Mk.  xii.  36-37  treats  David's  words  first  as  a  ^ast  fact  and  then  a.s  an  extant  and  prtsent 
saying.     Mt.-Lk.  prefer  \.\m.  present  in  both  cases. 

2  Mk.  xiii.  3.  Mt.-Lk.  add  AeyoiTts  here  as  in  Mk.  xi.  9,  xv.  2.  It  tends  to  soften  abrupt- 
ness. Mt.  omits  "ask"  as  being  implied  in  the  following  interrogative  sentence,  but  adds  bis 
favourite  n-poo^AOoi',  a  word  that  occurs  in  Mt.  more  frequently  than  in  the  whole  of  the  rest 
ofN.T. 

8  Mk.  xiiL  9  €7rt  with  genit.  is  good  Greek.     Perhaps  Mt.-Lk.  are  returning  to  the  Hebrew. 
Mk.  xiii.  II  has  xai  tnav  ayuxnv  vftas  irapaiiSovrti,  which  may  be  a  conflate. 
*  Mk.  xiii.  II.     The  same  Hebrew  ('3)  means  both  "  but "  and  "  for." 
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Mk. 
xiii.  21  'lit  u>5t  .  .  . 
'  lit  iKU  (vii) 

xiii.  21  (omils)* 

xiii.  25  al  ivviLixm  at 
t¥  roTt  oifpavoit  (viii) 

xiii.  30  iiixpii  oC  (vii) 

xiii.  31  oil  vap€\fiaw- 
rat  (vii) 

xiii.  35  7dp(viii)» 

xiv.  10' lo6Sai'\<TKapiij)0, 
(vii) 

xiv.  II  wSnairifw  tuKcd- 
pui  irapadoi  (?  viii) 

xiv.  12  Kal  (vi) 

xiv.  13  Kal  X^t(vand 
vi) 

xiv.  19  Ijp^am-o  Xwre?- 
C0CU  (ii) 

xiv.  25  6ti  oiKiri  (t) 
(484-6) 

xiv.  29  (<pyf ' 

xiv.  36  Kal  fKtytv, 
'A/S/Sd  6  Tanjp  .  .  .  dW 
(iv  and  vii) 

«v.  37  ^PX"-ot  (i) 

xiv.  38  (XdrfTt  eii 
v€ipa<Tfx6f  (vii) 

xiv.  43  Kcd  tvOin  .  .  . 
irapa7/i'rra(  (iii  and  46S) 

xiv.  46  (omits)  (t) 

xiv.  47  rft  84  [tu]  Twf 
wapeffr-tfK&Tuv  <nraffdfxtvoi 
rrjv  fidx<iipay  lwaiff€f  (t) 

xiv.  53  Kol  diHfyayof 
(vi) 


^ft. 
xxiv.  23  'ISov  iLde  .  .   . 

xxiv.   26  fi^  <{<X0T1T«* 

xxiv.  29  ai  Svyd/jLtii 
T&v  ovpav&v 

xxiv.  34  i«8  [&v] 

xxiv.   35  01)  |i^  Tap^X- 

dwcTd' 

xxiv.  42  in 

xxvi.  14  6  Xe76)uei'Ot 
'loiiiai  'I(r/cap«wTT)s 

xxvi.  16  ei^fcatp^v  Iva 
ainbv  TapaStf 

xxvi.  17  8i 

xxvi.  18  6  8i  clircv 


Lk. 
xvii.    23   'IJov   (K((   {| 
'Hoi)  ibit  (marg.  om.  4) 

xvii.  23  fiii  [dwOihfn 

xxi.  26  ai  divd^it  rdv 
ojpcu'wv 

xxi.  32  i»s  [&v] 

xxi.  33  ov  |L^  iraptXei- 
aovTfu 

xii.  40  Sn 

xxii.  3*Iot/5oi'Tii'itaXoi}- 

mVOV  'I(TACaptWTTJV 

xxii.    6    et/Ka(/)(av    roC 
irapadoDcai  aiV^f 
xxii.  7  84 
xxii.  10  6  8i  flircv 


xxvi.  22  Kal  XxnToiixtvoi  xxii.  23  Kal . . .  ■fjp^auTo 


xxvi.  29  ot^  .  .  .  dir' 
ipTi 

xxvi.  33  ctircv 

xxvi.  39  Kal  \4yttv, 
ndrep  fiov  .   .  .   ■  irX^v 

xxvi.  40  (pxerai  irpbs 
Tovs  |ia0T]Tds 

xxvi.  41  tWfKdtire  fit 
ireipaffftby 

xxvi.  47  Koi  .  .  .  ISov 
.  .  .  1i\ee¥ 

xxvi.  50  6  Si  'lT)<r.  ctircv 
avTtji,  'EraTpf  .  .  . 

xxvi.  51  Kal  lSoi>  eU  .  ,  . 
diriaxaatv  rrfv  pudxaipav 
aiirov,  Koi  irartifas 

xxvi.  57  ol  Si  Kpa-Hi- 
ffOJ'Tei  .   .   .  dTi^o70i' 


xxii.  18  01/  .  .  .  dirb 
ToD  vvv 

xxii.  33  ilircv 

xxii.  42  X^MV,  Ildrrp 
.  .  .  "irX^v 

xxii.  45  ^XffCjv  xp^ 
TOVS  (ux.Oip'ds 

xxii.  46  tW^Xdrire  (Is 
irtipaffpiv 

xxii.  47  ISo^  .  .  .  Kal 
xpoi^pXtTO  airrovs 

xxii.  48  'I.  Si  clircv 
airtp,  'louSa  .  .  . 

xxii.  49-51 . . .  tl  irard- 
^ofxtv  iv  iiaxalpy ;  Kal 
{irdro^cv  eU  rtti^  aCrruw . . . 

xxii.  54  <ri>XXa/36rret 
Si  .  .  .  ifyayw  koI  (/<n)- 
70701'  .   .   . 


i  Mk.  xiii.  ai.  The  words  in  Lk.  xvii.  33,  if  genuine,  may  be  a  conflate  of  JuafifT*.  Both 
arc  very  natural  additions.  Possibly  Mk.  xiii.  ai  (Ml.  xxiv.  33)  "do  not  Mievt  it  "(which  Lk. 
omitx)  was  in  the  Original  "  Do  not  6e  iitowd  by  it "  ;  and  some  interpreted  this  of  tittnU  motion. 
Comp.  Ezr.  ix.  4  "  trtmbUd  at  (Tin)  the  words,"  it wk wy  A^ys  i  Eadr.  viii.  69  •vnu'ovrr*  vy 

S  Mk.  xiiL  3S.    Faf  is  the  Hallenic,  ort  the  Hebraic  rendering,  of  *3. 
S  Mk.  xiv.  99.    Comp.  Mk.  xii.  34,  x.  ag. 
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xiv.   54  Kal  6  n.   .  .   . 

^KoXovdria-ey  .  .  .  ftn   fffu 

€lt  T^   a.v\ii¥  .   .   .,    Kol 

^¥  owKadiuufn  (f)  (vi) ' 


xiv.  6 1  ffi  (I  b  Xpirrbi 
6  ulit  ToO  tOXoyip'w  ;  (t) 

xiv.  62  (omits)  (f) 
xiv.  65  .  .  .  Koi  Xiytip 
ainifi  npfxprffrevaov  (t)  (iv) 

xiv.  66  {Irrot .  .  .  icdrw 
(t) 

xiv.  68-70  oihe  olia 
oiht  ^Irrafuu  ait  rl  X^tit 
.  .  .  O&roj  ^{  axirCiv  iarLw  • 
'O  ik  irdXtf  -iipvttTO'  .  .  . 
'AXij^wf  i^  tti>ru;v  «I  (t)  '■' 


xiv.  72  6jftit»-fyr9ii  rb 
jiijlM  (?  vii) 

xiv.  72  ivipa\u¥  Ik- 
\cuty  (t) 

XV.  I  ol  Apxuptts  furii 
Twv      irpeapvrifMf       Kal 


Mt. 
xxvi.  58  6  8i  II.  i)(coXoi}- 
Oti  .   .   .    (us   rffi   av\fj/t 
.   .  .  Kol  .  .   .  UiOriTO 


xxvi.  63  .  .  .  Zca  ^tv 
cIiTQS  «l  (Ti)  (Z  6  Xpiffrii 
6  vl6t  ToC  0tofi. 

xxvi.  64  dir'  ipri 

xxvi.  68  \iymmt,  llpo- 
<frfirtv<ro»  rifuy,  XpiffH,  Tf« 
irrw  b  imUrm  <r<  ; 

xxvi.  69  JKd&rp-o  l^u 

xxvi.  70-73  oiic  Ma  rl 
\^yti%  .  .  .  Ofrrot  fyf  \Ltrik 
'Iriff,  ToO  Haf.  Kol  xd\iy 
■i/pi'^aro  furi,  ipKov  Uri 
Oix  dtSa  rbf  dv6pwirov 
.  .  .  'AXijOun  Kal  irv  /f 
aiTu>¥  tl 

xxvi.    75    iftp-fiadii  TO* 

xxvi.  75  i(«X9tlv  l{tt> 
^xXaMTtv  irtKp«»t 

xxvii.  I,  2  irdvret  oi 
ipxuptit  KololTptffp&repoi 


Lk. 

xxii.  54-56  b  Si  II. 
riKoXoOBt^  .  .  .  Tepia\f'dw- 
Tuf  di  irOp  ip  fUatfi  rf^ 
auXi^  Kal  avyKaOiainrniiv, 
iKiiByfro  .  .  .  Ibovca  ii 
.   .  .  KaB^iuvop 

xxii.  67-70  fl  ai>  <7  o 
Xpirrbi,  %\itb¥  ^^Iv  .  .  . 
ci>  oOp  tl  b  vlbt  ToS  6«ofi  ; 

xxii.  69  d,ir^  rov  pup 

xxii.  64  iirr)pii)TUP  \i- 
yovrtt  npo^r^tviTOP,  rft 
4<rTiv  &  iraUras  en  ; 

xxii.  56  KaO^Mco**  ^/>^t 
rb  0wt 

xxii.  57-60  o^K  olba 
aOrbp,  yiptu  .  .  .  Ka\  <rv 
^1  ai)r<:;yr  tl  b  8i  II.  f^. 
'Avdptfirc,  o^K  (//li  .  .  . 
'£t'  iXriOtlat  Kal  o&rot 
|*ci'  ai}roC  V 

xxii.  61  inrtuffyrOy)  to9 

xxii.  62  [{(cX6iiv  <(«• 
/KXai/cfv  iriKpws] 

xxiii.  I  dwav  rb  ir\ri0o% 
a&rup  <iY*Y<'v  airhv 


1  Mk.  xiv.  54  :  Mt.-Lk.'s  agreement  in  the  genit.  avAif«  is  only  casual.  Their  meaning  is 
different.  The  divergence  of  the  four  Evangelists  here  arixes  from  a  confusion  (i)  between  avAif 
meaning  " gate  fiyr) "  and  "court  ("Bn),"  (ii)  between  '}1>S  (" before ") and  iTD'JtKW  ("inner"), 
and  possibly  (iii)  between  •wt  and  i<n>. 

(i)  Comp.  Est.  ii.  19,  iii.  a  "the  king's  gaU  (ipr)"  avAif,  but  Est.  ii.  it  "  before  (*197)  the 
court  (isn)"  Kara.  tt|I'  avKr)v,  Est.  vi.  10  "  in  Ikt  king's  gate,"  LXX  iv  T%  avAp,  but  Lag.  (o) 
iv  TV  yruXitvi,  Est.  iv.  a  "  He  came  even  (ly)  before  ('JB7)  the  king's  gate,"  fiXBtv  tun  t^  irvXqv 
(A  aiiAiff),  Est.  iv.  a  "  For  none  might  enter  within  the  king's  gate,"  av\^v  (K  c  >  inarK.  wv\riv). 

(ii)  Comp.  I  K.  vi.  17  "before  lit)"  (A)  o  ('(ruTarot  (LXX  om.),  Est.  v.  1  (lit.)  "the  coirt  of 
the  bouse  of  the  king  the  inntr  (n*D'JSn)  "  tiatXSovaa  ■naaai  rot  0vpa(  Katiwn  ivunrtov  (leg.  'Jfl?) 
rou  pa^tXtus,  Lev.  x.  18  ".  .  .  into  the  sanctuary  to'M/'m (.TO'IB) ;  ye  should  certainly  have  eaten," 
«is  TO  ayiof  itarA  wp6<T<iyitov  <<rn>  ^dyt(r0t  (confl.  wilh  '3B). 

(iii)  Comp.  I^v.  x.  18  "within,"  <cr«  (A  tan),  a  Chr.  xxix.  16  "came  unto-tht-inntr-part-of 
(iTD'JBT)  the  house  of  the  Lord,"  tiar^XBov  oi  i<p«it  «wt  eit  tov  olxof  (no  v.r.) 

In  Est.  iv.  2  "  He  came  even  before  the  king's  gate,  for  none  might  enter  within,"  the  LXX 
inserts  "and  stood  \/ast\"  after  "gate."  In  the  same  way  probably,  in  the  Gospels,  John, 
taking  the  meaning  to  be  "Peter  came  as  far  as  the  gate  after  him  (1*Tn»«)  i.e.  following  Jesus 
[and  there  stopped],"  has  expanded  the  narrative,  inserting  a  mention  of  "  standing,"  substituting 
"door"  for,"  gate,"  and  conflating  nnK,  "after  him,"  as  nnK1,  "  and  a«<»M^r  (disciple)  "  :  "And 
Simon  Peter  followed  Jesus  and  \so  did]  another  disciple  .  .  .  but  Peter  was  standing  at  the 
door  without." 

'^  Mk.  xiv.  68-70.  The  similarities  are  complex,  see  494-8.  Lk.'s  wal  <rv  might  lie  regarded 
as  parallel  to  Mk.-Mt.'s  koX  <ri  in  ihc  Jirst  denial  .\Lsofirra  is  used  by  Mk.-Mt.  in  theyfrf/ 
denial. 
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[644] 


Mk. 

ypafifULHuy   Kal   5\oy    t6 

ovviSpiov,  3r)<Tavrfi  t6»  'I. 

dm^rry/tai'  (vii)  (see  449) 

XV.  2  trripdm^atv  (ii) ' 

XV.  2  \ifei  (v,  but  f<f»j 
for  elTfi') 

XV.  5  (om.  ai>T(p  after 
irtKpiOri)  (i) 

XV.  8,  9  Kol  dva/3dt  6 
/SxXos  flpfaro  alrtiffOai 
Kadwi  ifi  iiroUi  a{rro7s  • 
6  d^  n.  ivtKpldij  aiW-ott 
\^7w»'  (?  viii) 

XV.  II...  (va  /taXXof 
t6»  B.  diro\i5<r]j  atW-oti  (t) 

XV.  12  Mk.  om.  here, 
but  see  xv.  9  diXere  iro- 
MffU)  (t) 

XV.  13  ol  Si  iriXiy 
tKpa^av  (ii)" 

XV.  14  o(  Si  irepiaaui 
iKpa^of  Srai/pwo'oi'  avrdy  ' 

XV.  14  airiKvatv  avrois 
t6v  B.  »ca2  irapiSiitKev  r6v 
'\tI<tovv  (vi) 

XV.  20  Kal  i^dyovffiviyu) 
(see  also  BOS) 

XV.  22  KoX  (pipovffiv 
airrbv  (t) 

XV.  24  irravpowTtv  airrbv 
(t) 

XV.  26  V  ^  i-iriypa<f>i) 
r^i  o/riar  airroD  ...  0 
/3a0^tXei^  (t,  and  i  or  vii)  * 


Mt. 
ToC  Xaou  .  .  .  Kal  d^arret 
avrbv  dir^'yaYov  .  .  . 

xxvii.    II   (^ir)ij/jwTi7(rer 
.  .  .  X^Y<iiv, 
xxvii.  1 1  t^r\ 

xxvii.  i4aT€Kf>l0r}a.iT<^ 

xxvii.    1 7    Swi;7/x^i'wv 
oSv  a&rQv  clTTfv 


xxvii.  20  fva  aln^uvrai 
rhv  B.,  t6v  Si  'I.  dxoX^crw- 

xxvii.  21  (?)  T/m  0A.fTf 
.  .  .  diroXv<ru>  v^uv  ; 

xxvii.  22  ^k^ovaiv  ir6.v- 

xxvii.  23  o2  5^  irtpiffffios 
fKpaf^w  X^oiTtj  Srai/pw- 

WJTW 

xxvii.  26  iviXvfffv 
ai>r<HJ  rii*  B.,  tAi'  Si 
'IjjffoOi'  .    .   .   irapiduKev 

xxvii.  31  Kal  iLirfyyayov 

xxvii.   33    «cai  iXB^vrer 

xxvii.  36  irfipow  avrbv 
U&  (?) 

xxvii.  37  iiriOT)Kav 
tirdfw  T-^s  Kf 0oX^  avTov 
TTji'  oItIop  .  . .  Otros  ^<rrt»' 
'I.  6  ^(urtXeiJt 


Lk. 


xxiii.   3  lipilmicf*  .  .  . 
xxiii.  3  1^ 

xxiii.  9  axtKpivaTo 
avTip 

xxiii.  13  n.  5i  <rw- 
KoXetrd/tevos  .  .  .  clircv 


xxiii.  18  AXpt  Tovrov, 
dtrdXvffoy  84  rjfuv  rbv  B. 

xxiii.  20  (?)  i(kuv  diro- 
Xv<ra( 

xxiii.  2 1  oi  5^  (irt<pJ)yow 
\iyovTes 

xxiii.  23  aiToOfxtyoi 
avrbp  ffTavpw9rp>ai  (marg. 
ffTavpQffai) 

xxiii.  25  dirAi;<re»'  3^ 
t6<'  Sia  CTdffiv  .  .  .  rbv  Si 
'Irjaovv  TtapibwKfv. 

xxiii.  26  Ktti  wj  dir/fY- 
a70v  .  .  . 

xxiii.  12  ^"-^  ^^  ijXOav 

xxiii.  33  •  •  •  (?)  '«* 
^oTOtz/xiKrav 

xxiii.  38  ^t-  5^  .  .  . 
iiriypa<pi)  kif  aitripf  '0 
/3a<r(Xei>i  .  .  .|otTOS 


1  Mk.  XV.  3.     Mt.-Lk.  «dd  X^yuf  as  in  Mk.  xL  9,  xiit.  3. 

3  Mk.  XV.  13.  As  Mk.  has  not  mentioned  any  "shouting"  before,  it  might  seem  slightly 
inaccurate  to  describe  the  Jews  as  "  shouting  again."  The  original  may  have  been  "  They  said 
.igain  and  again,"  and  Lk.  nuiy  have  expressed  this  by  the  repeated  verb  "crucify,  rriK^.him" 
— which  he  alone  has  here. 

s  Mk.  XV.  14.  In  the  doubtful  state  of  Lk.'s  text,  this  can  hardly  be  called  an  agreement  of 
Lk.  with  Mt.  Kven  if  Mt.-Lk.  agree  in  the  passive,  Lk.'s  passive  arises  probably  from  interpret- 
ing something  in  the  Hebrew  original  of  Mk.  as  meaning  "  ask."  The  original  of  Mk.  may  have 
been  "  They  cried  aloud  and  lifted  up  (iwr^)  [the  voice]  to  crucify  him,"  and  Lk.  may  have 
read  ITKr'l  "  and  they  asked."      Or  the  original  might  have  been  "  and  they  roared  OiMB'lX" 

^  Mk.  XV.  36.     Comp.  Mk.  xv.  43  where  Mt.-Lk.  add  oCret. 
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Mk. 
XV.  30-32  aUffOf  atav- 
rhw     xaro/Sdt     dir6      rov 
aravpoD  ...  6  Xptrrit  6 
PcuriXtin  'lapa^X  (t)  > 

XV.  32  Kttt  ol  o'lwfffrai'- 
pwfiivoi  (vi) 

XV.  37  d^if  ^WfV 
/irydXiji'  i^irvtvatv  (t) 

XV.  39  /Jwf  3^  i  Ktc- 
TvpltitP  .  .  .  Art  oCrut 
i^hrvtwtv,  tlx€»  (t)  (also 
vii) 

XV.  41  Srt  f/v  iv  rf 
ra\i\alqi  (t) 

XV.  43  i\$up  'I.  dri'A., 
titrxilf'UiiP  povXevrift  (t) 

XV.  43  ToXAir)<raf  tlffjjK- 
6tp  irpbs  rbf  II.  Kal  ]Jri)- 
caro  (t)  (also  iv  and  vii) 

XV.  46  .  .  .  Ka$t\ut' 
aiirh¥  ivtiXriaw  (f) 

xvi.  I   KoX  (vi) 

xvi.  1 ,  2  riybpoffav  dpui- 
fJMra  Xva  iXOouirai .  .  .  koX 
.  .  .  IpxofTai  (vii)* 

xvi.  5  .  .  .  -wtpiPtpiKri- 
fUvov  ffToXify  \evK-^p  (t) 

xvi.  6  .  .  .  X^7«  .  .  ., 
Mi;  iKOafJi^tiaOe  ■  (v  and 
vii)» 

xvi.  7  etirare  .  .  ,  koI 
rifi  HiTpff)  5ti  irpoiyei  * 


xvi.  8  . 
*tTa»  (t) 


ovSevl  oiiSiy 


Mt. 
xxvii.  40  aCiaof    atav- 
r6r-  <l  vl6s  tl  toO  9<oO, 
KO/ripifii  iiw6  rov  aravpoO 


xxvii.  44  ri  8'  aiSri  koI 
ol  \jirral 

xxvii.  50  Kpi^at  ^fan^ 
/u«7dX||  d^/tff  r6  w-ffv^ 

xxvii.  54  6  d^  ^Kar^v- 
TopXOt  Kvd  ol .  .  .,  Ii6in-«t 
t6v  attafjubv  Kal  tA  7iv«J- 
|uva,  i<^p-f)driaa.¥  .  .  . 
XlyovTtt 

xxvii.  55  Lirh  rfjs  TaXt- 
Xafat 

xxvii.  57  ^X0rr  ifOpv 
rot  T\oC<riot  iw6  'A.,  t 

ofivopA  'IbNT^^  .  .  ., 

xxvii.  58  ofrot  vpoctK- 
0MV  Ti^  II.  jj-HiaaTo 

xxvii.  59  Xa/3ta>i>  r6 
ffCifia  .  .  .  /fvriXi^cv 
airrh  .   .   . 

xxviii.  I  8) 

xxviii.  I  ljX0(v 


xxviii.  3  ^  (/j^a  aiW-oC 
wf  &<rTpairV|  koI  ri  ^f- 
ivfUL  ainoXi  \(VKi>v  wt  X"^*' 

xxviii.  5  .  .  .  clmv .  .  . 
Mi/  ^pcurtfr  v/ixett 


xxviii.  7  errare  .  ,  .  8ti 
■hy^pOt}  ixb  (?)  tAv  VI- 
KpMV,  frai  l8od  irpodyti .  .  . 

xxviii.  8  .  .  .  fdpafioy 
diraYyftXat  rots  nadijTois 
avToO 


Lk. 

xxiii.  35-37  ffuxriru 
iavriy,  A  oirSt  iariv  6 
\pirrbi  Toi)  8mO  6  iKKtu- 
r6%  •  .  .  .  e/  <r<>  (1 6  ^affiXtis 
Twf  'I.,  cQffoy  atairrbf 

xxiii.  39  efi  8t  riii' 
Kptftaodiyruif 

xxiii.  46  ^y^at  0<»»^ 
fi*yd\jH  .  .  .  dire»'  .  .  . 

xxiii.  47  ISwy  8i  6  ixa- 
Torrdpx^*  ^^  yt>'i\uvov, 
iS6^(ty  .  .  .  X^wf 


xxiii.  49  iiirh  rffl  TaXi- 
XaCat 

xxiii.  50  dv^p  6vd^aTi 
'Iowt)^,  /9ovX<vri;(  uird^- 
Xwr 

xxiii.  53  o^TOt  ir/MHTtX- 

$uiv  Tip  II.  pn^ffaro 


xxiii.    53   Kal 
('f(TvX«{«v  oirri  . 

xxiv.  I  8) 
xxiv.  I  ^X0av 


KaOtXCjy 


xxtv.  4  .  . 
i/rrpatrroiitrn 


iv  iadiin 


xxiv.    5      ifj^^uiv    8i 
yevofiivufv  .  .  .  (tiraf,  .  . 
t6p   iQura  /ttrd    (?)   tAv 
ycKpAv ;  .  .  . 

xxiv.  9  .  .  .  Am^YY*^*"' 
.  .  .  Tott  tvitKa  .  .  . 


1  Mk.  XV.  30.    The  speakers  diflTer.     See  context. 

2  Mk.  xvi.  I,  2.  The  aorist  1rt^ita.<ra.v  is  perhaps  to  be  rendered  pluperf.,  and  to  be  taken 
parenthetically.  Mk.'s  text  raises  many  difficulties.  Mt.  omiu  all  mention  of  the  spices.  Lk. 
removes  Mk.'s  difficulties.     The  agreement  of  Lk.  with  Mt.  is  merely  casual. 

•  Mk.  xvi.  6.  6ofiP«t<rOoi  is  in  Mk.  (3),  <ic0aM/3ct<r0at  (4).  Neither  word  occurs  elsewhere  in  N.T. 

*  Mk.  xvi.  7.  The  words  tuv  vtKpiov  occur  in  such  different  contexts  that  they  cannot  be  said 
to  constitute  an  agreement  of  Mt.-Lk.  against  Mk. 


APPENDIX    II 


ORAL   TRADITION 

[545]  Against  the  pages  that  precede  Appendix  I.,  a  friend,  who 
kindly  inspected  them,  raised  the  objection  that  they  presuppose  in  the 
Synoptic  Gospels  a  frequency  of  translational  error  unparalleled  in  the 
LXX  and  unwarrantable  even  on  the  hypothesis  of  translation.  He 
forgot  that  the  Synoptic  text  as  a  whole  is  not  presented  above,  but 
only  those  parts  of  it  (with  their  contexts)  in  which  Matthew  and  Luke 
agree  in  deviating  from  Mark.  Where  two  historians  agree  in  deviating 
from  a  third  with  whom  they  generally  agree,  it  ought  to  be  obvious 
that  a  selection  of  the  passages  exhibiting  the  deviations  cannot  be 
fairly  taken  as  indications  of  the  average  adequacy  of  any  of  the  three 
writers. 

And  if,  in  some  of  these  deviations,  Matthew  and  Luke  have  been 
independently  following  a  Corrector  of  Mark  who  endeavoured  — 
sometimes  successfully,  sometimes  unsuccessfully,  sometimes  altering 
Mark  for  the  better,  sometimes  for  the  worse — to  return  to  an  original 
Hebrew  version,  then  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  in  those  particular 
passages  errors  would  be  rather  numerous.  That,  at  least,  is  our 
experience  in  the  more  difficult  portions  of  the  Old  Testament,  where 
mistakes  of  the  LXX  occur  not  singly  but  in  groups,  one  lapse  leading 
to  a  second,  and  that  again,  sometimes,  to  a  third.  Hence,  on  the 
hypothesis  of  translation,  there  is  no  reason  to  be  surprised  at  the 
large  proportion  of  errors  apparent  above  in  the  Greek  Synoptic  text. 
If  this  work  had  been  a  commentary  covering  the  whole,  and  not  a 
selection  dealing  with  such  parts  as  are  specially  likely  to  have  been 
obscure  in  the  original,  the  proportion  of  error  to  accuracy  would  have 
been  much  smaller.  Even  as  it  is,  it  would  be  easy  to  point  to 
passages  in  several  books  of  the  LXX  where  the  errors  are  very  much 
more  numerous  and  serious — being  indeed  sometimes  one  mass  of 
mistakes  with  hardly  a  vestige  of  the  original — than  in  any  passage 
alleged  above  from  the  Synoptists. 

325 


[546]  ORAL  TRADITION 


[546]  There  is  also  one  cause  of  divergence,  Oral  Tradition,  likely 
to  be  much  more  potent  in  the  New  Testament  than  in  the  Old.  No 
doubt,  the  most  ancient  books  of  the  Old  Testament  are  composite 
documents  in  which,  at  the  time  of  their  composition,  oral  tradition 
played  its  part.  But  when  a  book  was  once  received  as  having  a  unity 
of  its  own,  and  as  being  a  part  of  "  Scripture,"  it  would  be  handed 
down  comparatively  unaffected  by  tradition.  Paraphrases  and  comments 
and  explanations  might  be  accepted  as  such,  but  not  as  part  of  the 
text.  Only  the  more  recent  and  popular  and  non-authoritative  books 
— such  as  the  stories  of  Daniel  and  Esther,  and  the  narrative  of  the 
rebuilding  of  the  Temple — would  be  liable  to  serious  modification.  A 
solid  work  treating  of  ancient  historical  facts  and  statistics,  like  the 
books  of  Chronicles,  might  be  let  alone,  though  recent  and  non- 
authoritative  ;  but  the  attractive  story  of  the  Three  Children  would 
invite  amplifications  ;  and  a  collection  of  detached  sayings,  such  as  the 
book  of  Proverbs — where  arrangement  might  vary  from  the  first,  and 
where  the  sense  might  be  obscured  by  brevity  and  by  the  absence  of 
illustrative  context — would  be  peculiarly  liable  to  divergences. 

[547]  The  probable  influence  of  oral  tradition  on  the  Gospels  is 
well  illustrated  by  the  glosses  and  quotations  of  the  sayings  of  Ben 
Sira.  Being  written  in  Biblical  Hebrew  when  that  language  was  no 
longer  spoken,  many  passages  are  re-written  in  New  Hebrew  by  the 
glossers  or  quoters.  Where  a  sentence  is  not  re-written  a  single  word 
is  sometimes  substituted  in  the  margin,  more  modern  perhaps,  or  (as  it 
seemed  to  the  scribe)  more  suitable  than  the  corresponding  word  in 
the  text.  Or,  in  quoting  from  memory,  later  authors,  from  lapse  of 
memory,  may  substitute  one  synonym  for  another  without  any  intention 
of  altering  the  original.  Thus  if  the  original  precept  was,  "  Inquire 
not  into  things  too  deep  for  thee,"  the  quoters  may  ring  the  changes 
on  "  inquire,"  "  question,"  "  ask,"  "  ascertain,"  or  else  on  "  deep," 
"secret,"  "hard,"  "difficult." 

Another  class  of  divergences  is  produced  by  difficulty  in  the  original, 
arising  either  from  obscurity  of  language  or  from  apparent  unseemliness 
in  the  thought,  or  from  mere  confusion  of  letters,  or  from  any  of  these 
causes  combined. 

A  whole  treatise  might  be  profitably  devoted  to  the  glosses  and 
quotations  of  Ecclesiasticus.  No  more  than  two  specimens  of  variation 
can  be  given  below. 

[548]  The  first  instance  deals  with  the  warning  above-mentioned 
against  inquiring  into  "hard"  or  "hidden"  things.  It  may  have  been 
suggested  by  the  words  of  Deuteronomy  "  The  secret  things  belong  unto 
the  Lord  our  God,  but  the  things  that  are  revealed  belong  unto  us  and 
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our  children."  *  It  must  be  premised  that  the  Hebrew  for  "  too  difficult, 
hard,  etc.,  for  thee"  is  literally  "difficult,  h:iTd,  from,  or  //lan,  thee." 
Hence  ••  [too]  secret  /or  thee  [to  discover] "  might  be  interpreted  as 
**  secret  from  thee."  The  passage  is  Sir.  iii.  21  :  the  three  quotations 
given  below  are  from  the  Oxford  edition  p.  xix ;  after  the  LXX  version, 
comes  the  original  Hebrew  discovered  subsequently  to  the  Oxford 
edition  and  printed  on  p.  3  of  the  text  of  the  Cambridge  edition. 

(')        •'  Into  that  which  is  too  difficult  for  thee  do  not  inquire, 
Into  that  which  is  concealed  from  thee  do  not  search." 

(2)  The  next  is  a  conflated  version.  It  prefers  the  poetic  form  (Sa) 
of  prohibition  : 

(ai)  "  Into  that  which  is  too  great  for  thee  inquire  not 

Into  that  which  is  too  hard  for  thee  search  not 
(oj)      In(to)  that  which  is  too  difficult  for  thee  seek  not  knowledge  (lit. 
know  not) 

In(to)  that  which  is  concealed  from  thee  ask  not." 

(3)  The  next  version  adopts  the  rhetorical  "  why  ? "  frequently  used 
in  the  Bible  instead  of  the  prohibitive  "not."  It  also  substitutes 
**  deeper  than  Sheol "  for  "  too  hard  for  thee "  or  "  concealed  from 
thee  " : » 

"That  which  is  too  difficult  for  thee  why  shouldst  thou  seek  to  know 
(lit.  why  shouldst  thou  know)  ? 
That  which  is  deeper  than  Sheol  why  shouldst  thou  search  ?  " 

(4)  (LXX): 

"  Things  too  difficult  for  thee  seek  not 
And  things  too  mighty  for  thee  search  not." 

(5)  (The  orig.  Heb.)  : 

"  That  which  is  too  difficult  for  thee  do  not  inquire 
And  that  which  is  concealed  from  thee  do  not  search. "  ' 


1  Deut.  xxix.  99  "  the  secret  things  (n'VIOJn),"  ri.  Kpvwri.  All  the  writers  quoted  below  u»e 
this  Hebrew  word  (and  the  LXX  uses  Kfntwra)  not  in  the  couplet  quoted,  but  in  that  which 
follows  the  quoution  (S4S6). 

■•'  Dr.  C  Taylor  {Journal  of  The«l.  Studies,  1900,  p.  573)  says,  and,  no  doubt,  correctly,  that 
this  comes  from  Job  xu  S,  with  perhaps  a  reminiscence  of  Ps.  cxxxix.  6.  But  the  question  remains 
whether  the  scribe  may  not  have  been  influenced  by  a  variant  "  ask,"  in  the  margin,  the  letter* 
being  identical  with  those  of  "Sheol."  If  so,  there  is  a  play  on  the  words,  and  they  mean 
''deeper  than  Shtol"  or  "  too  deep  to  inquire  into." 

•  I***«l  (0   mn  •?«  Tco  KSBV33 

npnn  Sn  ibo  noiao3 

(»)     riTin  Vk  tdo  W\yi         («i) 
nipnn  Sk  733  ptna 
jnn  "ja  TOO  itSeica         (««) 
Vxm  Va  Tpo  noiaoa 

(3)      jrm  no  7x3  an'Se 
^pnn  no  SiKro  npioy 
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[549]  For  students  of  the  Gospels  these  variations  have  a  peculiar 
interest  because  they  suggest  a  possibility  of  throwing  light  on  John's 
reasons  for  omitting  or  altering  the  utterance  of  the  Baptist  about 
Christ^recorded  by  all  the  Synoptists — "one  mightier  than  I,"  and 
also  on  the  question  whether  John  may  have  intended  to  express  the 
same  Hebrew  original  in  the  curious  Greek  phrase  rendered  by  the 
Revised  Version  "  He  was  before  me"  It  is  possible  that  the  Hebrew 
original  (429  vi-vii)  of  the  Synoptic  Greek  was  capable  of  meaning 
either  "  He  was  my  chief,  or,  elder,"  or  else,  •'  He  was  mightier  than  I." 

[550]  The  next  instance  is  a  passage  in  which  the  meaning  of  the 
Hebrew  of  Ben  Sira  (vii.  i)  is  completely  metamorphosed  in  the  Greek, 
and  both  versions  differ  entirely  from  a  version  in  New  Hebrew 

(i)  (New  Hebrew) : 

"  Good  to  the  evil  thou  shall  not  work  and  evil  will  not  reach  unto  thee." 

(2)  (LXX): 

"  Do  not  evil  and  surely  no  evil  shall  befall  thee." 

(3)  (Orig.  Heb.) : 

"  Do  not  evil  to  thyself  and  evil  shall  not  (?)  overtake  thee." ' 

(4)  x'^*"^p^  '*>v  M^  i^^ 

max  ivxyp6rtf>a.  mv  ^i|  itiraft, 

(5)  min  Sh  TDD  muSi) 
nipnn  Sn  -ps  noi3Di 

[548^1  The  quotation  continues  thus  (Sir.  iii.  aa) : — 
(Orig.  Heb.)  }3iann  n-eninp  noa 

niinoja  pov  i'?  pm 

(Transl.  Camb.  Ed.)    "  What  thou  art  permitted,  think  thereupon  ; 

But  thou  hast  no  business  with  the  secret  things." 

(LXX)  i  irpovtrayri  aoi,  raOra  JiafooO  • 

ov  yap  itrriv  iroi  Xp*iok  rwf  Kpvmuv. 

[648f]  Why  did  the  LXX  (64&i)  prefer  "  too  mighty  for  (^.trxypirtpa)  thee  "  to  concealed  from 
thee  "  ?  Did  the  Greek  translators  prefer  a  version  that  kept  the  parallelism,  instead  of  rendering 
TCD  first  "  for  thee  "  and  then  "  from  thee  "  ?  Perhaps  also  they  were  influenced  by  the  rarity  of 
the  construction  "  conceal  from  "  (Gesen.  Oxf.  n03)  and  by  the  fairly  frequent  occurrence  of  the 
Biblical  "  too  hard  for."  It  is  also  possible  that  rtD130  may  have  been  read  as  (Dan.  xi.  6)  m33 
"  into  that  which  is  strength,"  taken  as  an  irregular  way  of  saying  "  into  that  which  is  strong," 
and  then  corrected  into  the  regular  pjn  used  in  (2)  a\. 

1  The  quotation,  preceded  by  the  words  "  Ben  Sira  said  the  proverb,"  is  in  the  Oxf.  ed.  p.  xx, 
the  original  Heb.  in  the  Camb.  ed.  p.  6  : 

(i)  (New  Heb.)  -jV  »bd'  kS  cai  layn  kS  tr'aS  ao 

(3)  (LXX)  fLi)  TTOt'fi  Koxd  KoX  OV  fiij  <Tt  KaTaAa/S])  kukov. 

(3)  (Orig.  Heb.)  nyT  n^'c'  "jki  nyn  ^'?  vyn  Sx 

[650a]  Comp.  Sir.  xii.  3,  which  in  the  LXX  is  "  There  is  no  good  to  him  that  coniinueth  in 
evil,"  ouK  itrnv  ayoBa.  t<j>  ivSe^txiiovTi.  ei?  Kcuea  (leg.  as  participle  of  ni3),  but  the  Camb.  Heb. 
"  There  is  no  good  in  giving-to  (DUC)  the  evil."  This — taken  as  in  the  Hebrew — may  have 
influenced  the  quoter  of  (i). 

In  (3),  the  Camb.  Editors  render  "I^'B"',  with  a  query,  "overtake  thee."  The  hiph.  of  J1P  (for 
31D)  in  Job  xxiv.  2  is  used  of  "  moving  back  boundaries."  Here,  it  would  seem  that  the  word 
might  mean  "cause  thee  to  wii/idra^v,  or,  give  ground." 
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[551]  The  saying  of  Ben  Sira,  as  expressed  in  the  original  Hebrew 
*♦  Do  not  evil  to  thyself  and  no  evil  shall  overtake  thee,"  if  interpreted, 
as  Epictetus  would  interpret  it,  of  moral  evil,  is  unexceptionable  :  but 
otherwise  it  might  well  cause  difficulty  and  provoke  alterations.* 
Perhaps  some  corruptions  may  have  arisen  from  blending  these  words 
with  others  of  Ben  Sira,  quoted  above  (550a),  warning  the  reader  not 
to  do  good  to  the  evil :  but  (apart  from  such  blending)  the  Hebrew 
text  of  the  present  passage  might  easily  be  corrupted  so  as  to  give  the 
meaning  adopted  by  the  LXX,  and  (though  less  easily)  that  of  the 
quotation  in  New  Hebrew. 

The  LXX,  by  simply  transposing  the  two  letters  of  the  Hebrew 
pronoun  "  to  thyself" — a  word  often  confused  by  the  LXX,  and  once 
at  least  in  this  very  way^ — would  produce  the  Hebrew  for  "all,"  But 
"thou  shalt  not  do  all  evil"  is  the  regular  Hebrew  idiom  for  "thou 
shalt  not  do  any  evil."  This  gives  a  sentiment  unexceptionable  in 
point  of  morality  :  and  this  the  LXX  has  adopted. 

The  author  of  the  New  Hebrew  version,  by  dropping  the  last  letter 
of  the  pronoun  "to-thee,"  that  is,  in  effect,  dropping  "thee,"  might 

read  the  original  Hebrew  as  meaning  "  Thou  shalt  not  do to  the 

evil."  It  might  then  seem  an  obvious  necessity  to  insert  "good"  in 
the  blank  thus  created  in  the  sense  : — obvious,  at  least  to  those  who 
knew  that  Ben  Sira  had  elsewhere  taught  his  readers  not  to  give  to 
the  evil.^     This  course  the  writer  appears  to  have  followed. 

[552]  These  instances  may  help  us  to  realise  some  of  the  less 
obvious  influences  at  work  in  the  first  century  to  produce  and  modify 
those  evangelic  "  narratives "  written — as  Luke's  preface  tells  us — by 
"  many  "  authors,  whose  works  have  all  perished  except  two. 

The  important  point  is  to  disabuse  ourselves  of  the  notion  that 
the  earliest  Evangelists  would* use  much  "editorial  freedom,"  a  phrase 
sometimes  used  to  mean  a  licence  to  insert  details  not  because  they 
are  true  but  because  they  are  picturesque  or  edifying  ;  to  omit  or 
modify  other  details  because  they  seem  to  have  an  opposite  tendency ; 
and  to  alter  for  the  mere  purpose  of  embellishing.  No  doubt,  the 
writers  may  have  been  unconsciously  biassed  to  a  very  large  extent  by 

•  Comp.  P«.  xlix.  i8  "  Men  praise  thee  when  thou  dotti  i'.<<ll  unit  tkyu(f,"  where  the 
Ptalmitt  appears  to  condemn  the  action  implied. 

»  Comp.  Zeph.  tii.  19  "  with  all  (Sa  riK),"  LXX,  "  in  thee  (iv  troi)  "  (leg.  71K),  t  S.  ii.  16  "  for 
thynclf  (tS),"  LXX  "(ai)  for  thystl/{fl^  from  all,"  otavr^  U  vaKrwy,  conflating  tS  and  ^3. 

S  It  is  possible  that  none  of  these  versions  represents  what  Ben  Sira  said.  For  by  substituting 
jn  for  1  we  should  obtain  "  do  not  to  a  neighbour  (Srh)  evil  (nyt)  "  :  at>d  this  play  on  the  duubW 
meaning  of  jn("evil"  or  "neighbour")  would  resemble  Sir.  x.  6  "  For  every  wrong  requite  not 
tvil  on)  to  a  ntigkbour  iS"^  (sic))."  Of  two  consecutive  identical  syllables,  one  is  frequently 
dropped;  and,  apart  from  this,  translators  might  regard  "neighbour"  as  a  superfluous  repeti- 
tion of  "eviL"  To  the  instances  given  above  (188  (ii))  of  the  frequent  confusion  of  " evil"  and 
"  neighlmui' "  add  Sir.  xiii.  ai  "  from  evil  to  evil"  (so  C^amb.  Kd.  and  SjTiac),  LXX  "  hy/rienilt,'' 
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a  desire  that  the  records  of  Christ's  acts  and  words  should  represent 
Him  adequately  as  the  FulfiUer  of  prophecy,  the  Messiah,  and  the  Son 
of  God :  and  this  bias  has  shaped  their  narratives.  But,  so  far  as  the 
preceding  investigations  have  enabled  us  to  form  a  judgment,  we  do 
not  often  find  very  early  apocryphal  evangelists,  and  never  the  canonical 
ones,  deliberately  inventing  new  traditions.  It  is  generally  possible 
to  detect,  even  now,  some  basis  of  fact  or  ancient  tradition  for  what 
appears  at  first  sight  to  be  a  mere  fiction  :  and  it  is  a  reasonable 
inference  that  if  we  had  before  us  all  the  *•  narratives  "  of  the  "  many  " 
authors  mentioned  by  Luke,  and  all  the  written  interpretations  of 
Matthew's  Logia  handed  down  by  those  who,  as  Papias  says,  "  inter- 
preted them  each  to  the  best  of  his  ability,"  we  should  find  the  paucity 
of  invention  almost  equal  to  the  magnitude  of  accretion. 
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27. 

IS 

603  (i) 

8. 

a8-9 

867-9 

8. 

99 

414- T 

27. 

16 

603  (vi)  c 

3a 

681 

8. 

3« 

418 

27. 

17 

603-4 

5.6 

STSa 

8. 

38 

4S8 

27. 

ao-2s 

603-4 

9 

«6*  (iU)  a 

9. 

I 

409  (iii)  a 

27. 

a6 

4933.  803  (v) 

xo 

STO 

9. 

a 

419-31 

27. 

31 

SOS 

la 

88Ta 

9. 

3 

632(i)-(iv).nnd 

27. 

33 

SOS 

»5 

STO  (i)-STl 

(vii) :  63T 

27. 

35-6 

606 

«7 

44T  (iii)  a 

9. 

4 

3S3  3 

27. 

36 

606,  606  (iii)4 

19 

S90  (ii)  (7) 

9. 

6 

423  4,  640 

27. 

37 

606  (iM"') 

ai 

8T2-8,    400 

9. 

7 

41Ta 

27. 

40 

607-8 

(iii)  a 

9. 

II 

86Ta 

27. 

4a-3 

S07-8 

aa 

878  (i)-(ii) 

9. 

13 

436 

27. 

50 

609-14 

a4 

483a,  469  (iii)  a 

9. 

»9 

42S,    436    (i)- 

27. 

54 

41S<i,  614 

a6 

469  (iii)  a 

449 

27. 

55 

S06<',  S16-6 

30 

409  (iii)  a 

9. 

a8 

387a 

27. 

57-8 

617-9 

30-33 

874-80 

9. 

3« 

436  8,469  (iii)<r 

27. 

59 

680-1,  837* 

34 

STO* 

9. 

34 

481  (ii) 

27. 

61 

498/,  S06« 

36 

881 

9. 

35 

439-81  (ii) 

28. 

2 

637a-</ 

38 

383-6 

9. 

48-9 

484 

28. 

2.  3 

533    (i)-(iv), 

41 

8B6,  387 

9. 

50 

483-7  (i) 

638-7 

6 

4SS-6 

10. 

I 

488  (i)-(v).  460 

28. 

8.9 

S38-88 

«4 

466-6 

(7) 

28. 

10 

631 

19 

896  (i)  a 

10. 

a 

466  (7) 

28. 

16.  I 

7  487  (i)  (e) 

h. 

23 

863,  466-6 

10. 

10 

466(7) 

6. 

27 

388 

10. 

32 

893a,  489  42 

M.\RK 

6. 

37 

SlSa 

10. 

25 

444  (iK'i) 

5 

334^8 

5. 

43 

387a,  418a 

10. 

26 

448 

8 

336  42,  comp. 

6. 

6 

389-90 

10. 

28 

447  (iv) 

333 

6. 

7 

S3Sa 

10. 

29 

446 

10 

343,  4SS-6 

6. 

7-13  390  (i)  (aHe), 

10. 

30 

44S-7  (iv) 

13 

344 

390  (ii)  (e) 

10. 

34 

p.    170,   comp. 

13 

346-6 

6. 

8 

390  (ii)  (a)-(7), 

418,  488a 

16 

347-9 

390  (ii)  (() 

10. 

38 

437 

19 

347-9 

6. 

9 

390  (ii)  (f)  a 

10. 

43-4 

429-3ll(ii)   • 

aa 

438  (v) d 

6. 

10 

469  (iii)  a 

10. 

46-7 

448 

36 

387a 

6. 

II 

3693 

10. 

SI 

8613 

38 

889.  360,  390 

6. 

14 

391-3 

11. 

2 

449 

(i){7) 

6. 

20 

391-3 

11. 

7 

449 

I 

I 
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M.^RK        1 

MARK 

LUKE 

TAIC. 

fAK. 

I'AK. 

11. 

II 

452^7,  453 

15. 

24-. 

;    606 

8. 

13 

447  (iii)  a 

11. 

17 

469  (iii)  a 

16. 

26 

606  (i)-(iii) 

8. 

M 

390  (ii)  (7) 

11. 

19 

390  (i)  (5), 

15. 

32 

607-8 

8. 

16 

872-8 

460-3 

15. 

35 

479 

8. 

17 

878  (i)-(ii) 

11. 

22 

372 

15. 

37 

609-14 

8. 

18 

48aa 

11. 

22-3 

464 

15. 

39 

416a,  479.  614 

8. 

20 

631 

11. 

29 

466  (i)-(iv) 

15. 

40 

606a 

8. 

22 

381 

11. 

32 

372,  464 

16. 

41 

616-6 

8. 

23-24 

382-6 

12. 

I 

469  (iv) 

15. 

42- 

}  617-9 

8. 

25 

387 

12. 

7 

467-8 

15. 

46 

620-1.  627*,  i 

8. 

28 

466-6 

12. 

9-10 

469  (i)-61 

15. 

47 

606a 

8. 

35 

466-6 

12. 

13 

466  (e)  a 

16. 

I 

627/--^ 

8. 

39 

396  (i)  a 

12. 

15 

449.  466  (/3) 

16. 

3-  4 

627a-a' 

8. 

41 

362,  466-6 

12. 

23 

469  (v) 

16. 

5 

622  (i)-(iv). 

8. 

44 

388 

12. 

26 

487  (i)  (/3)  c 

623-7 

8. 

55 

418a 

12. 

28 

469  (vi),  461</, 

16. 

8 

628-33 

9. 

1-6 

390  (i)  (a)-(e). 

462-9 

16. 

10, 

13B3I 

390  (ii)  (e) 

12. 

32 

469  (vi),  462-7 

16. 

14 

487  (i)  (€)  a 

9. 

3 

390  (ii)  (aH7), 

12. 

34 

469  (vi),  462-7 

390  (ii)  (e) 

12. 

35 

469  (iii)  a 

LUKE 

9. 

5 

3693 

12. 

37 

393a,  469  (v) 

9. 

7 

391-3 

12. 

37.  38  470 

1. 

3 

466  (iii) 

9. 

10 

394-9 

12. 

38 

413.  469  (iii)  a, 

1. 

19 

479 

9. 

11 

400-3 

471-2 

3. 

3 

334-6 

9. 

13 

372.  403  (i) 

12. 

40 

472a 

3. 

II 

390  (ii)  (e)  a 

9. 

17 

404-6 

12. 

41 

390  (ii)  (8) 

3. 

16- 

17   336-42,  comp. 

9. 

19 

487  (i)  (/3)  and 

12. 

43 

409a 

333 

(7) 

13. 

7 

428 

3. 

21 

466-6 

9. 

20 

414-7 

13. 

32 

361 

3. 

21, 

22  343 

9. 

22 

418 

14. 

19 

636a 

4. 

I 

344 

9. 

26 

428 

14. 

25 

409a,  486 

4. 

2 

346-6 

9. 

29 

419-21,622  (i)- 

14. 

36 

469  (iii)  a 

32 

438  (v)  d 

(iv),622(vii); 

14. 

43 

362-3 

4. 

43 

360,  389 

627 

14. 

44-5 

473-7 

44 

360 

9. 

30 

362 

14. 

47 

478-82,  491<5 

5. 

2 

347-9 

9. 

32 

422-4 

14. 

51 

616a 

6. 

10 

347-9 

9. 

33-4 

422-4 

14. 

61 

372.414-7.483 

6. 

12 

361,  362 

9. 

35 

417a 

14. 

62 

484  (i)-486 

5. 

18 

362,  364 

9. 

41 

426.  426  (i), 

14. 

65 

482<:,  486  93 

5. 

20 

497^ 

449 

14. 

66 

493 

6. 

25- 

6  366-6 

9. 

44 

426-8 

14. 

67 

494r^8 

6. 

30 

367 

9. 

45 

627A 

14. 

68 

494-8 

6. 

36 

368 

9. 

46 

431  (ii) 

14. 

69 

479.  494  8 

5. 

37- 

8  369-60 

9. 

48 

429-31  (ii) 

14. 

70 

479,  494  8 

6. 

I 

360  (i) 

9. 

58 

386 

14. 

71 

494-8 

6. 

4 

361 

10. 

4 

390  (ii)  {()  a 

14. 

72 

499-601 

6. 

9 

466  (ii)  a 

10. 

II 

390  (i)  a,   390 

15. 

I 

449 

6. 

II 

466  (e)  d 

(i)  (7),  390 

15. 

2 

603  (i) 

6. 

13- 

14  363 

(i)  (0 

15. 

6,  8 

602  (i).  (iv) 

6. 

17 

362,  438  (v) 

10. 

25-28  462-9 

15. 

7 

602  (vi)  c 

6. 

42 

466  (e)  c 

10. 

35  foil.  466  (ij)  f 

15. 

9 

602-4 

7. 

4 

860a 

10. 

28 

469  (vi) 

15. 

10- 1 1  603  (ii) 

7. 

21 

860a 

10. 

37 

466  iv)  d 

15 

II 

602-4 

7. 

33 

860a 

11. 

14 

S6Sa 

15 

12 

602-4 

7. 

28 

429  (vi) 

11. 

16 

466  («)-(f) 

16. 

15 

490.  493^,  602 

8. 

6 

378a 

11. 

17 

S64t-6 

(v)-(vii) 

8. 

8 

469  (iii)  a 

11. 

24 

390  (i)  (tt)  a 

16 

20 

606 

8. 

9 

870 

11. 

29 

873,  40«-lS 

16 

32 

606 

8. 

13 

370  (i)-71 

11. 

45-6 

466  (.»)  a 
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INDEX  OF 

LUKE 

LUKE                  1 

JOHN 

FAR. 

PAK. 

PAK. 

11. 

s» 

438  (V)  a 

22. 

49 

491/^ 

6. 

»3 

406 

12, 

I 

413.  466  (e) 

22. 

55 

493</ 

6. 

»5 

S97a 

12. 

a 

373  (ii) 

22. 

56 

493.  494-8 

6. 

68- 

9     414,  417^ 

12. 

lO 

867-9 

22. 

57 

494  8 

7. 

25 

884^ 

12. 

46 

466  (e)  c 

22. 

58 

494  8 

0. 

8-9     48T(i)(7) 

12. 

56 

466  (f)  c 

22. 

59 

494-8 

11. 

55 

8844 

13. 

9 

466  (iv) 

22. 

60 

494-8 

12. 

6 

627/ 

13. 

15 

466  (()  c 

22. 

61 

469  (vi) 

12. 

38 

470 

18. 

18,  IS 

374  80 

22. 

61,  63  499-601 

18. 

27 

477<i 

13. 

32 

389-90 

22. 

63-5 

486-93 

18. 

2 

476 

18. 

35 

486a 

22. 

67-70 

488-6 

18. 

5 

476,  484  (i)  c 

14. 

I 

466  (/5)  a 

23. 

I 

449 

18. 

8 

484  (i)  <■■ 

14. 

34 

48a-T  (i) 

28. 

2 

60S  (i)-(ii) 

18. 

10 

480 

16. 

25-32 

4S9(v) 

23. 

4 

606  (ill)  a 

18. 

17 

494  8 

16. 

»3 

818  (ii) 

28. 

5 

608  (i)-(ii) 

18. 

22 

479,  487  (i)  (a), 

16. 

M 

466  (/3)  ,1,  466 

23. 

6-13 

608  (iii)  a 

498d 

(y) 

23. 

ti 

48T  (i)  (a) 

18. 

33 

49S<^ 

16. 

22 

449 

28. 

12 

608  (iii)  a 

18. 

as 

494-8 

17. 

6 

873,  464 

23. 

M 

606  (iii)  a 

18. 

a6 

498 

17. 

II 

438  (i)-(v) 

23. 

»4-«S 

608  (iii) 

18. 

27 

494  8 

17. 

24 

622  (ii)-  (iv) 

23. 

16 

603-4 

18. 

30 

608  (i)  a 

18. 

23 

S92a,  439-43 

28. 

18 

603-4 

18. 

33 

80S  (i)  a 

18. 

as 

444  (i)-(ii) 

28. 

20 

603-4 

18. 

38 

606  (ii) 

18. 

26 

448 

23. 

22 

49Si,sce  803-4. 

18. 

39. 

40  603-4 

18. 

28 

447  (iv) 

606  (iii)  a 

19. 

I 

498^,  603*(v) 

18. 

29 

446 

28. 

as 

602      (v)-(vii), 

19. 

3 

487  (i)  (a) 

18. 

30 

446-7  (iv) 

603  (iii)  a 

19. 

4 

606  (iii)  a 

18. 

32-3 

4880 

23. 

36 

606 

10. 

6 

606  (i)  <t,l60« 

18. 

33 

p.  170,  cp.  418o 

23. 

33 

606-6 

(iii)  a 

18. 

35-7 

448 

23. 

35 

466  iP)  a,B07-8 

19. 

»5 

604^ 

19. 

24 

479 

23. 

37 

607-8 

19. 

16 

487  (i)  (a) 

19. 

30 

449 

23. 

38 

606'),   606   (i)- 

19. 

»9 

bOei,   606  (i)- 

19. 

35 

449 

(iii) 

(iii) 

20. 

3 

466  (i)-(iv) 

23. 

46 

609-14 

19. 

30 

609a,  614 

20. 

6 

372,464 

23. 

47 

416a,  614 

19. 

38-40  827^-/ 

20. 

M 

467-8 

23. 

49 

616-6 

19. 

40 

631 

20. 

15-17 

469  (i)-61 

28. 

50-2 

617  9 

20. 

I 

637c 

20. 

19 

461 

23. 

53 

620-1,  637<r 

20. 

7 

631,  637<f 

20. 

20 

466  (e)  a 

28. 

56 

637/-i 

20. 

9 

627A 

20. 

23 

466  (/3) 

24. 

I 

637^-* 

20. 

»S 

637/ 

20. 

24 

449 

24. 

2 

i27a-d 

20. 

x8 

631 

20. 

33 

469  (V) 

24. 

4 

623        (i)-(iv). 

21. 

ao 

601a 

20. 

39 

469  (vi),  463-7 

638-7 

20. 

44 

469  (v) 

24. 

9 

487  (i)  (e)  a 

ACTS 

20. 

45 

470 

24. 

9-II 

638-38 

20. 

46 

471-2 

24. 

33 

487  (i)  («)  a 

1. 

5 

338 

20. 

47 

472a 

1. 

26 

487  (i)  («)  a 

21. 

I 

890  (ii)  (S) 

2. 

14 

487  (i)  {€)  a 

21. 

9 

428 

JOHN 

8. 

22 

487  (i)  (Ii)  d 

21. 

37 

390  (i)  5,  460-3 

4. 

13 

817a 

22. 

18 

486 

1. 

33 

883 

6. 

35 

606  (i)^ 

22. 

26 

429-431  (ii) 

1. 

34 

417a 

7. 

6 

439  (ii) 

22. 

28 

480<^ 

1. 

36 

469  (vi) 

10. 

39 

834i» 

22. 

32 

601<^ 

1. 

42 

469  (vi) 

IL 

16 

388 

22. 

36-38 

480 

1. 

51 

343 

11. 

19 

e06(i)<» 

22. 

47 

362-3 

8. 

16-21 

843 

12. 

2 

480a 

22. 

47-8 

473-7 

3. 

22 

334^ 

12. 

8 

390  (ii)  (e)  a 

22. 

49-5<: 

>  478-83 

3. 

31-6 

342 

13. 

28 

606  (i)  a 

1 
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ACTS 

I'AR. 

GALATIANS 

lAK. 

HEBREWS 

I'AK. 

18. 

5° 

619 

2. 

9         480<» 

4. 

5         408 

18. 

51 

390  (i)  a,   390 

(i)  (0 

6. 

9         446 

12. 

6         602  (V) 

17. 

12 

619 

EPHESIANS 

JAMES 

17. 
23. 

as 

2 

806  (i) 
479 

4. 

3         437 

5. 

3.  4      390  (ii)  («) 

28. 

18 

606  (i)  a 

6. 
6. 

14  390  (ii)  (e) 

15  390  (ii)  («)  a 

2. 

I   PETER 
20         489a 

ROMANS 

PHILIPPIANS 

2. 

2S          601a 

8. 

29 

417 

5. 

6         446 

9. 

12 

429  (i)-(v) 

2. 

IS         436 

9. 

12- 

31  429  (v) 

2  PETER 

10. 

16 

470 

COLOSSIANS 

1. 

19         622  (iii)  a 

11. 

20 

433a 

13. 

4 

480a 

1. 

IS         417 

REVELATION 

15. 

19 

390'/ 

1. 

18         417 

8. 

15         437 

1. 

S         417 

I  CORINTHIANS 

4. 

3          343 

1. 
1. 

12-15  622  (v)-(vii) 
13         390  (ii)  (e) 

1. 

30 

466 

2. 

18         622  (vi) 

4. 

II 

489a 

I 

THESSALONIANS 

3. 

4         626a 

15. 

6 

487  (i)  (e)  a 

5. 

13         437 

3. 

8          843 

16. 

9 

343 

2  TIMOTHY 

3. 

4. 
4. 

18         390  (ii)  (e) 
I         343 
4         e26a 

2  CORINTHIANS 

3. 

9         466  (e)  6 

7. 

9          626a 

2. 

12 

343 

14. 

13         486f 

3. 
8. 

7 
10 

420 
420 

HEBREWS 

16. 

17. 

13,  14  390  (i)  (a)  a 
3         449 

8. 

IS 

627A 

1. 

6         417 

19. 

14         626d 

11. 

19 

393a 

3. 

II          371a,  408 

21. 

10         449 

12. 

7 

362a,  489u 

4. 

3          371a,  408 

21. 

12         606  (i) 

THE   END 
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In  two  volumes,  demy  8vo,  cloth.  With  a  Photogravure  Frontispiece.  Price 
24s. 

'  It  is  clear  that  I  cannot  say  much  of  these  six  hundred  and  sixty  large  pages  in  the 
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CLUE :   A  Guide  through  Greek  to  Hebrew  Scripture.    In  one 

volume,  demy  8vo,  cloth.     Price  7s.  6d.  net. 

This  work  aims  at  demonstrating  that  parts  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  are  based  upon 
a  common  original  Hebrew  document,  not  Aramaic,  but  Hebrew  in  the  strict  sense — 
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ascend  from  the  Greek  (jospels  to  their  Hebrew  original,  thus  approximating  to  the 
Galilean  Aramaic  actually  uttered  by  our  Lord. 

CHARLES,  Rev.  Professor  R.  H.,  D.D. 

THE  APOCALYPSE  OF  BARUCH.  Translated  from  the  Syriac.  In 
one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  7s.  6d.  net. 
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THE  ASSUMPTION  OF  MOSES.  Translated  from  the  Latin  Sixth 
Century  MS.,  the  unemendcd  Text  of  which  is  published  herewith,  together  with 
the  Text  in  its  restored  and  critically  emended  form.  Edited,  with  Introduction, 
Notes,  and  Indices.     In  one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  7s.  6d. 

'  In  this  admirable  little  book  the  Rev.  R.  H.  Charles  has  added  another  to  the  ex- 
cellent series  of  editions  by  which  he  has  earned  the  gratitude  of  all  students  of  early 
Christian  literature." —  Times. 

A  CRITICAL  HISTORY  OF  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  A  FUTURE 
LIFE  IN  ISRAEL,  IN  JUDAISM,  AND  IN  CHRISTIANITY;  or, 
Hebrew,  Jewish,  and  Christian  Eschatoi.ogy  from  Pre-Prophetic 
Times  till  the  Close  of  the  New  Testament  Canon  (the  Jowett 
Lectures  for  1898-99).     In  one  volume,  demy  8vo,  cloth.     Price  153. 

'  If  the  Jowett  I.«cturcs  rise  always  to  this  height,  we  sh.-ill  receive  a  series  of  volumes 
which  will  rival  in  value  any  lectureship  in  existence.  For  this  is  a  thoroughly  capable 
treatment  of  perhaps  the  most  difficult  subject  in  theology. — Expository  Times. 


CHARLES,  Rev.  Professor  R.  H.,  D.D.^Cott/inued. 
THE  ASCENSION  OF  ISAIAH  :  Texts,  Translations,  and  Com- 
mentary. In  one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.  Price  7s.  6d.  net. 
In  the  above  work  all  the  existing  textual  materials  have  been  critically  edited — Greek, 
Ethiopic,  Latin  and  Slavonic.  Of  these  the  Slavonic  has  hitherto  been  inaccessible  to 
Western  scholars,  and  the  Greek  has  only  been  discovered  within  the  p.-ist  year.  As 
regards  the  higher  criticism  of  the  book,  the  editor  agrees  with  Ewald  and  Dollmann  in 
recognising  three  independent  writings  underlying  the  '  Ascension.*  In  the  more  exact 
study  of  these  sources  he  has  discovered  the  hitherto  missing  'Testament  of  Hezekiah,* 
which,  dating  from  the  close  of  the  first  century,  is  at  once  the  oldest  non-canonical 
Christian  writing,  and  the  earliest  to  attest  the  death  of  St.  Peter  at  Rome.  This  source, 
and  the  third— the  Vision  of  Isaiah  (90-100  A.o.)— supply  invaluable  materials  for  the 
history  of  the  early  Christian  expectation  of  the  Antichrist,  the  second  Advent,  and  other 
matters  of  belief  and  conduct. 

CHEYNE,  Rev.  Professor  T.  K.,  D.D. 

INTRODUCTION    TO    THE    HOOK    OF    ISAIAH.     With    an  Ap- 

PRNDIX    CONTAINING     TIIK     UNDOUBTED     PORTIONS    OK     THE     TWO     CHIEF 

Prophetic  Writers  in  a  Translation.    In  one  volume,  demy  8vo,  cloth. 
Price  24s. 
'  This  elaborate  and  scholarly  work.  .  .  .   We  must  leave  to  professed  scholars  the 
detailed  appreciation  of  Professor  Cheyne's  work.      His  own  learning  and  repuution 
suffice  to  attest  its  importance.' — Times. 

'  This  truly  great  and  monumental  work.' — Critital  Review. 

'  This  monument  of  patient  scholarship,  wide  reading,  and  indefatigable  research.' — 
Sfea/ter. 

CONE,  ORELLO,  D.D. 
PAUL :   The   Man,  The   Missionary,  and  the  Teacher.     In  one 

volume,  post  8vo,  cloth.     Price  loa.  6d. 

'  One  of  the  excellencies  of  Dr.  Cone's  work  is  that  it  is  mainly  exegctical.  He  denies 
himself  the  luxury  of  expanding  Paul's  positions  cither  speculatively  or  experimentally. 
It  may  be  presumed  that  no  interpreter  escapes  from  the  influence  of  certiin  presupposi- 
tions, but  in  Dr.  Cone  there  is,  at  any  rate,  an  obvious  attempt  to  l)c  fair  and  unbiassed. 
His  exposition  of  the  teaching  of  St.  Paul  will  stand  comparison  with  any  hitherto 
published,  and  will  be  found  most  instructive.' — Marcus  Dods  in  the  British  Weekly. 

GARDNER,  PERCY,  LlTT.D. 
EXPLORATIO    EVANGELicA:    A    Brief    Examination    of    the 

Basis   and  Origin   of  Christian    Belief.     In  one  volume,  demy  8vo, 

cloth.     Price  153. 

'  Professor  Gardner  sets  forth  clearly,  almost  coldly — though  the  glow  of  an  intense 
spiritual  emotion  is  not  wholly  concealed — the  things  which  lx;long  to  all  religious  experi- 
ence, and  which  give  religion  a  place  in  human  nature  which  is  incomplete  without  it 
This  is  the  constructive  side  of  the  book.  .  .  .  The  importance  of  Professor  Gardner's 
work  is  that  it  insists  upon  free  historical  criticism  being  carried  out  fully,  or  else  wholly 
and  avowedly  rejected.' — Guardian. 

GRAY,  G.  BUCHANAN,  M.A. 

STUDIES  IN   HEBREW  PROPER   NAMES.      In  one  volume,  crown 
8vo,  cloth.     Price  7s.  6d.  net, 

'These  "Studies"  may  be  warmly  commended  as  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
They  bring  out  into  clear  relief  progress  of  religious  ideas  in  Israel,  and  make  an  import- 
ant contribution  to  the  criticisms  of  Old  Testament  documents.' — C.  H.  Toy,  Harvard 
University. 

THE    DIVINE    DISCIPLINE    OF    ISRAEL  :    An   Address    and 
Three   Lectures  on   the  Growth  of  Ideas  in  the  Old  Testament. 
In  one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  2S.  6<i.  net. 
'  The  address  and  lectures  are  alike  scholarly  and  thoughtful,  and  furnish  a  good 

specimen  of  the  constructive  criticism  of  the  Old  Testament,  which  is  steadily  being 

developed  by  the  Higher  Critics.' — Guardian. 


HAECKEL,  ERNST. 
MONISM,  AS  Connecting  Religion  and  Science:  the  Confession 

OK  Faith  ok  a  Man  of  Science.     Translated  from  the  German  by  J.  D.  F. 
Gilchrist.     In  one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  is.  6d.  net. 

'  We  may  readily  admit  that  Professor  Haeckel  has  stated  his  case  with  the  cleamett 
and  courage  which  we  should  expect  of  him,  and  that  his  lecture  may  be  regarded  as  a 
fair  and  authoritative  statement  of  the  views  now  held  by  a  large  number  of  scienti- 
fically educated  people." — Times. 

HARNACK,  Professor  ADOLF. 

CHRISTIANITY  AND  HISTORY.  Translated,  with  the  Author's 
sanction,  by  Thomas  Bailey  Saunders,  with  an  Introductory  Note.  Second 
Edition.     In  one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  IS.  6d.  net. 

'  It  is  highly  interesting  and  full  of  thought.  The  short  introductory  note  with 
which  Mr.  Saunders  prefaces  it  is  valuable  for  its  information  and  excellent  in  its 
tone.  ■ — Atheneeum. 

THOUGHTS  ON  THE  PRESENT  POSITION  OF  PROTES- 
TANTISM. Translated  by  Thomas  Bailey  Saunders.  In  one  volume, 
crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  is.  6d.  net. 

This  is  a  version  of  a  recent  utterance  on  the  question  at  issue  between  the  Catholic 
and  the  Protestant  by  the  most  distinguished  German  theologian  now  living.  Professor 
Harnack  treats  of  this  question  in  a  brief  compass,  and  with  a  breadth  of  view  and  vigour 
of  expression  which  must  make  what  he  says  interesting  to  readers  of  every  shade  of 
opinion. 

SOURCES  OF  THE  APOSTOLIC  CANONS.  With  a  Treatise 
on  the  Origin  of  the  Readership  and  other  Lower  Orders.  Trans- 
lated by  Lkonard  a.  Whratley.  With  an  Introductory  Essay  on  the  Or- 
ganisation of  the  Early  Church  and  the  Evolution  of  the  Reader  by  the  Rev. 
John  Owen,  Author  of  "Evenings  with  the  Skeptics."  In  one  volume,  demy 
Svo,  cloth.     Price  7s.  6d.  net. 

'  The  wide  circulation  of  this  volume  would  be  of  the  happiest  augury,  for  a  more 
scientific  and  worthy  conception  of  the  organization  of  the  primitive  Church." — Dr. 
Marcus  Dods  in  The  Bookman. 

THE  APOSTLES'  CREED.  Translated  by  THOMAS  Bailey  Saunders. 
In  one  volume,  crown  Svo,  cloth.     Price  is.  6d.  net. 

PFLEIDERER,  OTTO,  D.D. 
EVOLUTION    AND    THEOLOGY.      Edited  by  Dr.   Orello  Cone, 
Lombard  University.     In  one  volume,  crown  Svo,  cloth.     Price  53.  neL 

In  collecting  and  publishing  these  essays,  with  the  permission  of  the  distinguished 
author,  the  editor  has  been  actuated  by  a  desire  to  place  before  English  readers,  in  a 
convenient  form,  some  of  the  occasional  writings  of  one  of  the  foremost  theologians  and 
scholars  of  this  century. 

Some  of  Dr.  Pflciderer's  larger  works  have  already  appeared  in  English  translations, 
and  of  the  essays  composing  this  volume,  several  have  been  published  in  Quarterly 
Reviews  issued  in  the  United  .States.     The  rest  now  appear  in  ICnglish  for  the  first  time. 

SABATIER,  A.,  D.D. 

(Dean  of  the  Faculty  of  Protestant  Theology,  Paris.) 

THE  VITALITY  OF  CHRISTIAN  DOGMAS,  AND  THEIR  POWER 
OF  EVOLUTION  :  A  Study  in  Religious  PHii.osorHV.  Translated  by 
Mrs.  Emmanuel  Christen.  With  a  Preface  by  the  Very  Rev.  the  Hon.  W.  H. 
Fremanpir,  D.D.,  Dean  of  Ripon.  In  one  volume,  crown  Svo,  doth. 
Price  IS.  6d.  net. 

'  Dr.  Sabatier  has  rendered  a  good  and  timely  service,  alike  to  theology  and  religion, 
by  discussing,  as  he  docs  here,  the  relation  in  which  dogma  stands  to  the  reality  of 
religious  feeling  and  experience." — Glasgow  Herald. 


SCHECHTER,  S.,  M.A. 

STUDIES  IN  JUDAISM.  In  one  volume,  demy  8vo,  cloth.  Price 
7s.  6d. 

•  He  lifts  the  veil,  and  we  get  a  glimpse  of  Jewish  teachers  and  revivalists,  of  Jewish 
philosophy  and  mysticism,  and  above  all  of  Jewbh  devotion  to  the  Torah.  Read  the 
article  on  the  Chassidim,  and  yoy  will  find  a  community  the  like  of  which  we  have  never 
been  taught  to  expect  in  Israel.  The  contrast  of  the  fine  spirit  of  Israel  Baalshem  and 
the  extraordinary  perversion  of  his  teaching  by  his  followers,  is  at  once  enlightening  and 
pathetic.  .  .  .  The  book  is  written  throughout  in  a  vigorous  clear  style  with  constant 
flashes  of  sly  humour,  and  it  will,  we  have  no  doubt,  find  multitudes  of  readers  who  will 
endorse  our  verdict  in  thanking  Mr.  Schechter  for  a  most  interesting  and  delightful  piece 
of  work." — Cambridge  Review. 

SMITH,  the  late  W.  ROBERTSON,  M.A.,  LL.D. 

LECTURES  ON  THE  RELIGION  OF  THE  SEMITES,  the  Fun- 
damental Institutions.  New  Edition,  revised  throughout  by  the  Author. 
In  one  volume,  demy  8vo,  cloth.     Price  Z5s.  net. 

THE  OLD  TESTAMENT  IN  THE  JEWISH  CHURCH  :  A  COURSE 
OK  Lectures  on  Biblical  Criticism.  Second  Edition,  revised  and  much 
enlarged.     In  one  volume,  demy  8vo,  cloth.     Price  lOt.  6d. 

THE  PROPHETS  OF  ISRAEL,  and  THEIR  Place  in  History  to 
THE  Close  ok  the  Eigmth  Century  ii.c.  With  Introduction  and  addi- 
tional Notes  by  the  Rev.  T.  K.  Cheyne,  M.A.,  D.D.,  Oriel  Professor  of  the 
Interpretation  of  Holy  Scripture  at  Oxford,  Canon  of  Rochester.  Second 
Edition.     In  one  volume,  large  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  lOS.  6d. 

WARD,  JAMES,  Sc.D.,  Hon.  LL.D.  Edin. 

NATURALISM  AND  AGNOSTICISM:  The  Giffford  Lectukks 
of  1896-98.     In  two  volumes,  demy  8vo,  doth.     Price  x8t.  net. 

•  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  it  will  have  a  wide  influence  on  the  higher  thought  of  the 
country,  and  may  even  do  something  to  restore  to  Philosophy  the  pre-eminent  place  it 
once  occupied  in  English  thought.' — Athenaum. 

WELLHAUSEN,  Professor  J. 

SKETCH  OF  THE  HISTORY  OF  ISRAEL  AND  JUDAH.  Third 
Edition.     In  one  volume,  crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  5s. 

'  A  sketch  which  has  created  such  widespread  and  profound  interest  as  this  could  not 
be  kept  in  the  pages  of  a  voluminous  encyclopaedia.  Wellhausen's  words  necessarily  have 
exceptional  importance,  even  in  the  esteem  of  those  who  differ  from  him  toto  calo.' — 
Baptist  Magasine. 

WRIGHT,  the  late  WILLIAM,  LL.D. 

A  SHORT  HISTORY  OF  SYRIAC  LITERATURE.  In  one  volume, 
crown  8vo,  cloth.     Price  6s. 

'  A  masterly  account  of  the  literature  written  in  that  language.  It  may  safely  be  said 
that  there  is  no  one  in  England — or  even  in  Europe — at  the  present  time  capable  of 
speaking  with  anything  like  his  authority  in  matters  appertaining  to  Syriac  literature.' — 
Record. 

A.  &  C.  BLACK,  SOHO  SQUARE,  LOJ^DON. 
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